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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable ROB-
ERT P. CASEY, a Senator from the State 
of Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
opening prayer will be offered by our 
guest Chaplain, Rev. John Koski, Dear-
born Assembly of God, Dearborn, MI. 

PRAYER 
The guest Chaplain offered the fol-

lowing prayer: 
Let us pray. 
Omnipotent God, thank You for our 

hand, which reminds us of our prior-
ities in prayer. Our thumb reminds us 
to pray for those closest to us. Bless 
our Senators’ loved ones, friends, and 
staff. 

Our pointing finger reminds us to 
pray for our spiritual leaders and 
teachers. Show our Senators the 
straight way so that they will not go 
astray. 

Our tallest finger reminds us to pray 
for our elected leaders. Give our Sen-
ators wisdom in dealing with people 
who oppose them. 

Our ring finger reminds us to pray 
for the weak in our society. Empower 
our Senators to support children and 
future children, the fatherless and wid-
ows, the poor, the needy, the sick and 
elderly. 

Our little finger reminds us to pray 
for ourselves last. Bring balance to our 
Senators’ lives, spirit, soul, and body. 

In the name of our all-powerful Lord 
and Savior. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY led 

the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 

to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, April 26, 2007. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable ROBERT P. CASEY, a 
Senator from the State of Pennsylvania, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CASEY thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are 
going to turn shortly to the senior Sen-
ator from Michigan to say a few words 
regarding the prayer. 

Today, all time until 12:45 p.m. is 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers, with a period for morning business 
extending only until 10 a.m. 

At 10, the Senate will begin consider-
ation of the supplemental conference 
report. At that time, the chairman and 
ranking member of the Appropriations 
Committee are expected to be here to 
make their opening statements. 

The vote on adoption of the con-
ference report is expected to occur at 
12:45 p.m. today. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
I ask unanimous consent that the 

last 15 minutes prior to the vote be 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers with the majority leader control-
ling the last half. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 
me indicate I probably will give some 
of that time to one of my colleagues on 
this side of the aisle and use the leader 
time. But I will have a very brief state-
ment right before the vote. 

I commend the majority leader and 
all of us for working together, frankly, 
to get this bill down to the President 
at the earliest possible time. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Michigan is 
recognized. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, are we 
under controlled time at this point? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 8 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 8 minutes. 

f 

THE GUEST CHAPLAIN 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, our open-
ing prayer this morning was delivered 
by Rev. John Koski, an associate pas-
tor at the Dearborn Assembly of God in 
Dearborn, MI. I am delighted that 
Chaplain Black was able to include him 
in our schedule of guest Chaplains. 

Reverend Koski has served as a pas-
tor on a Native American reservation 
in Montana, as a Christian school ad-
ministrator in Colorado, and as a Bible 
College professor in Louisiana. He has 
conducted a bicycling ministry for 4 
years in southeast Asia, traveling 
20,000 miles on his bicycle. 

I know my colleague Senator STABE-
NOW joins me in thanking Reverend 
Koski for delivering our opening prayer 
this morning and wishing him all the 
best in his ministries in the future. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, relative 

to the conference report that is before 
the Senate, this emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill includes $95 
billion for the Department of Defense, 
primarily to fund military operations 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. That is ap-
proximately $4 billion more than the 
President requested for the Depart-
ment of Defense, including $2.2 billion 
above the President’s request for 
health care for our service men and 
women and their families. 

When the military forces are in 
harm’s way, it is our solemn duty to 
provide the equipment they need and 
the health care they deserve, and we 
are meeting that duty with this bill. 
We also owe it to our troops to give 
them the best chance to succeed. In the 
case of Iraq, a majority of the Members 
of the Congress and a majority of 
Americans believe a change in course 
in Iraq will provide the best chance of 
success. That is at the heart of the de-
bate here in Washington. 

There is at least a broad, if not uni-
versal, consensus that the war in Iraq 
will not be won militarily and that a 
political settlement by the Iraqi lead-
ers is required to end the sectarian vio-
lence and defeat the insurgency. Gen-
eral Petraeus made that point in a 
press conference in Baghdad on March 
8 when he said: 

Any student of history recognizes that 
there is no military solution to a problem 
like Iraq. 

Iraq’s own Prime Minister Maliki 
noted 5 months ago that: 

The crisis is political, and the ones who 
can stop the cycle of aggravation and blood-
letting of innocents are the [Iraqi] politi-
cians. 

The debate, then, is how best to bring 
about the political settlement that 
must take place. There are some who 
say security, particularly in Baghdad, 
is the key, and if Baghdad can be made 
secure, the Iraqi politicians will have 
breathing room to reach the agree-
ments and pass the legislation that 
will lead to reconciliation. 

Others, including this Senator, be-
lieve the Iraqis must be pressured to 
take responsibility for their own fu-
ture, and the best way to do that is to 
convince them our military presence is 
not open-ended. 

The emergency supplemental before 
us is designed to do just that. It forces 
the Iraqi leaders to take responsibility 
for their own country by ending the 
open-ended commitment to provide a 
U.S. security blanket. Instead, it would 
require the beginning of a partial re-
duction of U.S. troops, leaving time for 
the Iraqis to make the political com-
promises they promised to make 
months ago. 

The bill calls for a change in mission 
for our forces in Iraq, from policing a 
civil war to a limited support mission, 
so that the Iraqis can finally realize 
our military presence in Iraq is not 
open-ended; that the future of their 
country is in their hands, not ours. 

The present course in Iraq is failing. 
The Iraqis are no closer to political 
reconciliation today than they were 
when the surge began. Instead of Prime 
Minister Maliki’s government becom-
ing stronger, it appears it is weaker. 
Disagreements in the Government have 
prevented proposals for 
debaathification and oil revenue shar-
ing legislation from even being for-
warded to the Council of Representa-
tives for consideration. 

The committee considering amend-
ments to the Iraqi constitution appears 
to be as far from completing its work 
as it has always been. Meanwhile, the 
Iraqi Assembly is apparently planning 
to go on a 2-month recess at the end of 
June. Now, let me repeat that since it 
is so unbelievable. The Iraqi Council of 
Representatives is apparently planning 
to go on a 2-month recess at the end of 
June. 

Incredibly enough, a man named 
Hasan Suneid, who is a lawmaker and 
the adviser to Prime Minister Maliki, 
was quoted in the paper the other day 
as saying, ‘‘Time is irrelevant.’’ 

Well, time is plenty relevant to us, to 
our troops, and to their families. Bagh-
dad is burning while the politicians in 
Iraq avoid responsibility for their own 
country’s future. Even the detonation 
of a suicide bomb within the Green 
Zone killing Iraqi parliamentarians 
has failed to change the political situa-
tion. It appears the Iraqi factions are 
content to seek vengeance rather than 
reconciliation. 

Senior administration officials, in-
cluding Secretary Gates, Secretary 
Rice, and Ambassador Khalilzad have, 
in fact, wisely used this debate in Con-
gress in an attempt to pressure the 
Iraqis to achieve political reconcili-
ation. 

Secretary Gates said the week before 
last in Jordan: 

The debate in Congress has been helpful in 
demonstrating to the Iraqis that American 
patience is limited. The strong feelings ex-
pressed in the Congress about the timetable 
probably has had a positive impact . . . in 
terms of communicating to the Iraqis that it 
is not an open-ended commitment. 

Secretary Gates told a press con-
ference just last Thursday: 

I think one of the ancillary benefits of the 
debate on the Hill is that the Iraqis have to 
know that this isn’t an open-ended commit-
ment. The President has said that our pa-
tience is not unlimited. I don’t think we’ve 
been very stubborn in communicating these 
messages to the Iraqis. 

That is what Secretary Gates said: ‘‘I 
don’t think we’ve been very stubborn 
in communicating these messages to 
the Iraqis’’ that our patience is not un-
limited. Well, we need to change course 
in Iraq. We need to stubbornly commu-
nicate our message to the Iraqis. Vot-
ing for this bill will help to send that 
message. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 

will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein. 

Under the previous order, all time 
until 12:45 p.m. will be equally divided 
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees. 

The Senator from Wyoming is recog-
nized. 

f 

AMERICA COMPETES ACT 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I am 
glad we are ready to begin again, after 
we finished up on our bill yesterday. 

Finally, we will be prepared to deal 
with the funding for our troops today. 
It has taken a very long time but, nev-
ertheless, I am glad the time has ar-
rived. 

I just wanted to say that as often is 
the case, I have had the opportunity to 
visit with several students from my 
wife’s class at Washington Lee High 
School. Each year I look forward to her 
bringing her class here because it is 
important for young people to under-
stand this is their Government as 
much as yours and mine. So I am de-
lighted at the number of young people 
who come here from Wyoming and, in 
this case, from Virginia. 

To learn more about this Govern-
ment is so important, and these young 
people are, of course, tomorrow’s re-
sponsible leaders. I am just delighted 
to have them here. We talked about the 
American COMPETES Act. These stu-
dents and opportunities for them is 
what it is all about. That is what we 
have been talking about and thinking 
about. 

The American COMPETES Act has a 
good purpose and a good role. America 
must maintain its competitiveness to 
be able to continue to compete. We 
need to challenge our young people and 
encourage them to challenge them-
selves to be prepared to move into the 
future and be prepared to take advan-
tage of the opportunities this country 
provides for all of us. 

However, I do not believe the solu-
tion to keeping America in the fore-
front of technology simply lies in 
throwing money there, without any 
particular reason to expect results 
from it. 

We have gotten in the position here 
in the Congress that when we hear of a 
problem—and there are problems—if we 
can pass a bill and send some money, 
then we have accomplished our job. I 
am sorry, I do not believe that is nec-
essarily the case. I think we have to 
take a look at where we are on these 
issues. For instance, how many Federal 
educational programs are there now? 
What kind of a job have we done in try-
ing to see how effectively those dollars 
have been spent and are being spent? 
So just having more programs and 
more money is not necessarily the an-
swer. 

Certainly, these students and these 
schools need more money, and they 
need to have programs, but they really 
need support from dedicated teachers, 
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from parents, from family members, 
and friends. 

Having discussed this topic on the 
floor before, we have to be careful 
about the number of Federal programs 
we continue. We talk about the budget 
over here, about deficit spending, and 
yet at the same time: Well, let’s have 
another bill, let’s have another $60 bil-
lion and go forward with programs of 
that kind. 

It is important that we try to con-
cern ourselves about adding more pro-
grams and not knowing necessarily 
where and how effectively that money 
is going to be spent. Unfortunately, 
most of the programs we put out there 
are institutionalized. They suddenly 
become part of the permanent process 
and are there forever and become per-
manent fixtures, irrespective of wheth-
er there are objectives to be met and 
whether they are meeting them. I hope, 
as we go forward, as we are now in the 
process of doing, with appropriations 
and funding for the year 2008 and being 
concerned about the deficit, about the 
amount of spending the Federal Gov-
ernment finds itself in and, frankly, 
the role of the Federal Government in 
terms of what the States should be 
doing, what local schools should be 
doing, these kinds of things, we will re-
evaluate what is the role of the Federal 
Government and how we can be most 
effective. We have a role, there is no 
question, but there is a limit to that 
role. 

It is a little easy for us, if we see a 
problem, to say: Let’s just pass another 
bill. Let’s put some more money out 
there and then just walk away from it 
and say: We have done our job. That is 
not necessarily the case. 

I believe the America COMPETES 
Act has good intentions. Perhaps it 
will do some good. But I have to say 
again that in retrospect, it is impor-
tant that we look at what is the role of 
the Federal Government. What pro-
grams are we doing and how do we 
measure their effectiveness and how do 
we measure how long they will be there 
and how can we measure their impact. 
We will find out soon how that works. 

IRAQ SUPPLEMENTAL 
A word or two about the supple-

mental bill that will come before us 
today. We have talked about this a 
number of times. I must say that I am 
not pleased with how we have gotten to 
where we are. It has absolutely taken 
too long. There is no question, as my 
friend from the other side of the aisle 
says, that we need to talk about this 
issue. We have talked about it. We need 
to take positions. We have taken posi-
tions. That is a good thing. But the 
idea of simply stalling the money that 
is necessary to support our troops who 
are already there is not a good idea. 
Funding is not the way to deal with 
our feelings about it. 

In particular, the process has taken 
too long. Billions in nonemergency 
spending has been added to the bill, 
things that may have merit, some of 
them, and some of them do not. Fortu-

nately, some of them have been taken 
out. But the idea of adding spending 
that is totally irrelevant to funding 
the troops just doesn’t seem to be ap-
propriate. It sort of indicates the way 
we keep spending money around here 
and finding ways to hook it onto some-
thing else. I am disappointed in that. 

The majority has attached an in-
crease in the minimum wage to this 
bill. How does that fit the funding for 
the troops in Afghanistan and Iraq? 
During the conference, additional 
measures not in either the House nor 
Senate bill were quietly tucked in. We 
are using this as a transportation sys-
tem for a lot of things, when the chal-
lenge before us is that we have troops 
there who have to be funded. There is 
talk about: Well, they don’t need to be 
funded until July because they can 
take their money from somewhere else. 
Then you are taking money away from 
the various kinds of health care that is 
available for veterans and other things 
that are equally important. 

What is most frustrating is the ma-
jority has used the parliamentary ma-
neuver to deny a vote that I had in-
tended as an amendment on the most 
egregious spending. We didn’t get a 
chance to put that on the floor. Cer-
tainly, if there is anything that is ap-
propriate, that would have been the 
way. 

At any rate, we seem to have lost our 
focus somewhat. We had a good report 
yesterday from the commanding gen-
eral in Iraq. He indicated that while we 
are not experiencing runaway success, 
we are beginning to see success in a 
new approach with new leadership, and 
they need our support. I am optimistic 
the Senate will have another oppor-
tunity to get through this, get it right, 
and get the funding to the troops. I will 
do my part to ensure that we do. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I join 

with my colleague from Wyoming in 
rising to express my concerns about 
the budgetary problems the Army and 
Marine Corps are going to face because 
the Democratic majority has com-
mitted to staging a showdown with the 
White House instead of fulfilling our 
obligation to fund the military. 

Over 2 months ago, the former Army 
Chief of Staff, General Schoomaker, 
testified before the Armed Services 
Committee that if the Army and Ma-
rine Corps do not get the supplemental 
funding by mid-April, the services will 
experience a serious cashflow problem 
and have to take extraordinary meas-
ures that will slow down the whole sys-
tem. On April 11, the Secretary of De-
fense wrote Congress and stated: 

It is a simple fact of life that if the Fiscal 
Year 2007 supplemental legislation is not en-
acted soon, the Army faces a real and serious 
funding problem that will require increas-
ingly disruptive and costly measures to be 
initiated—measures that will inevitably neg-
atively impact readiness and Army personnel 
and their families. 

Moreover, on April 19, the Associated 
Press reported that the $70 billion pro-

vided to fight the war has mostly run 
out. I want to say that again: The $70 
billion that the Army needs to fight 
this war has mostly run out. 

In order to stretch their remaining 
funds through June, the Army is slow-
ing down the purchase of nonessential 
repair parts. I am not sure what repair 
parts during a war are nonessential. I 
guess we will have to leave it to our 
generals to inform their soldiers that 
their vehicles are not getting repaired 
because they are nonessential. 

There is important funding in this 
supplemental. For example, Senator 
BIDEN offered an amendment to pur-
chase more mine-resistant, ambush- 
protected vehicles for our soldiers in 
the field. I commend Senator BIDEN for 
offering this amendment. I commend 
his commitment to it. Senator BIDEN 
said two things with which I whole-
heartedly agree. First, he said that 
providing funding for these vehicles is 
a moral imperative. Second, he said it 
was a matter of life and death. I agree. 
His amendment and the supplemental 
as a whole represent a moral impera-
tive for every Senator. It is a matter of 
life and death for our soldiers serving 
in combat. Yet the Democratic leader-
ship is not handling this issue as a 
matter of life and death because they 
are determined to send a bill to the 
President that he has said he will veto. 

As we all know, the President’s ob-
jection to this bill is the troop with-
drawal language that ties our com-
manders’ hands and telegraphs to our 
enemies the time and place of our sur-
render. Congress should not and Con-
gress must not get into the habit of 
interjecting itself into the military 
chain of command. To do so invites dis-
aster and moves the country from the 
premise of conducting our military op-
erations with one Commander in Chief 
and not running it by committee. 

I direct some of my comments to 
some of our colleagues on the other 
side, primarily the leadership. I have 
been very concerned and shocked re-
cently to read statements of members 
of the majority stating that their 
strategy is to send the President bills 
he will veto because it is politically ad-
vantageous. Some of our colleagues on 
the other side were quoted as saying 
recently: 

We are going to pick up Senate seats be-
cause of this war. 

Quoting again: 
We will break them, because they [the Re-

publicans] are looking extinction in the eye. 

I would say to my Democratic col-
leagues, we are not the enemy. If you 
want to break something, let’s break 
the enemy. Let’s break al-Qaida. I am 
concerned about where this debate is 
headed. 

I have to tell my colleagues, as I 
have listened to our colleagues talk 
about this war particularly of late, we 
have had Democratic leadership saying 
that the war was lost. If that is true, 
then who won? Terrorism? Al-Qaida? 
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Religious extremists who murder the 
innocent? Or all of the above? If this is 
a true and accurate representation of 
the majority’s position, it is not sur-
prising that Congress has not sent an 
emergency supplemental to the Presi-
dent. 

I serve on the Armed Services Com-
mittee. I have traveled several times to 
Iraq. I have visited, numerous times, 
Walter Reed Hospital and the military 
hospital in Germany. I have to say that 
I have not talked to one GI who says 
the war is lost. I have not talked to one 
injured soldier who says the war is 
lost. I have not talked to one officer 
who has said the war is lost. I have not 
talked to one commander who has said 
the war is lost. The only place I hear 
the statement that the war is lost is 
right here from the Halls of our Na-
tion’s Capitol or from news reports 
from Al-Jazeera or Iranian television 
quoting the majority leader of the Sen-
ate. 

Our American soldiers believe they 
can win. Our American soldiers always 
believe they can win. That is why they 
are American soldiers. They are the 
best. It has to be very disturbing to our 
American soldiers to constantly hear 
politicians in Washington, DC, telling 
them they can’t win. The Democratic 
leadership in Washington is playing a 
game of roulette with the administra-
tion where the only losers will be the 
American soldier. 

We need to focus on providing our 
troops the equipment and resources 
they need to win this war. It is a global 
war. We have to quit acting as if short- 
term political gains are going to win 
this war for us. They will not. We need 
a unified and serious effort on the part 
of both parties in the Congress to win 
this war and to keep our Nation secure. 
History is going to judge us based on 
how we respond to the crisis of our gen-
eration. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, instead of this body appointing 
an accusatory finger across the par-
tisan aisle, what this body ought to be 
doing is invoking the old principle that 
in the old days, at the water’s edge, 
partisanship stops. We have seen on 
both sides of the aisle too much of that 
partisanship, particularly in matters of 
war and peace. There is a genuine dis-
agreement not only over the conduct of 
the war but the very fact that we are in 
this war to begin with. We can’t do 
anything about that now. We were 
given false information, massaged in-
formation, misinformation that caused 
us to enter this war and, after a quick 
and very decisive and very impressive 
victory, then set about the process of 
an occupation that was fraught with 
error and misinformation. But that 
was then, and now is now. What is in 
the interest of the United States? 
Clearly it is to stabilize Iraq, if that is 
possible. 

A distinguished group of Americans, 
five Republicans and five Democrats in 

the Iraq study commission, unani-
mously came together last winter and 
said what they thought would be the 
plan, the best way we could stabilize 
Iraq, led by an eminent and distin-
guished Republican, former Secretary 
of State and a former Chief of Staff in 
the White House to President Reagan, 
Jim Baker, and led by the longtime 
and distinguished and equally as re-
spected former Congressman and 
former chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee in the House, Lee 
Hamilton. 

Now, this is not a question about los-
ing or winning a war; this is a question 
about, What is the best chance we have 
for stabilizing Iraq? Because clearly a 
stabilized Iraq in that part of the world 
is going to certainly help the neighbors 
in the region, and it is certainly going 
to help us, and clearly it is going to 
help the Iraqis. 

So what did the Iraq study commis-
sion say? Well, they said it very clear-
ly. I am reading from the Executive 
Summary: 

The primary mission of U.S. forces in Iraq 
should evolve to one of supporting the Iraqi 
army, which would take over primary re-
sponsibility for combat operations. By the 
first quarter of 2008— 

By the way, that is a year from now, 
that is April, that is the end of 
March— 

By the first quarter of 2008, subject to un-
expected developments in the security situa-
tion on the ground, all combat brigades not 
necessary for force protection could be out of 
Iraq. 

It is true, they did not say ‘‘should be 
out of Iraq.’’ They said ‘‘could be out of 
Iraq.’’ But they are giving a blueprint. 

I continue with the quote: 
At that time, U.S. combat forces in Iraq 

could be deployed only in units embedded 
with Iraqi forces, in rapid-reaction and spe-
cial operations teams, and in training, equip-
ping, advising, force protection, and search 
and rescue. 

I conclude this particular paragraph: 
Intelligence and support efforts would con-

tinue. A vital mission of those rapid reaction 
and special operations forces would be to un-
dertake strikes against al Qaeda in Iraq. 

That is the Iraq Study Group report. 
It said: Go after al-Qaida. It said: Con-
tinue to train the Iraqi forces. It spe-
cifically talked about, in that training, 
embedding with Iraqi forces. It said 
‘‘force protection,’’ meaning force pro-
tection for our forces and for U.S. per-
sonnel. And it said ‘‘search and rescue’’ 
missions. That is exactly what we have 
in front of us today to vote on. 

Now, there is additional language put 
in here about the President would have 
to certify and waive on this and that 
progress by the Iraqi Government. 
Clearly, you want to give some indica-
tors to the Iraqi Government of what 
we expect. Again, what we are voting 
on today is a goal of having rede-
ployed—basically, with the waiver by 
the President, we are talking about Oc-
tober 1. This is April—May, June, July, 
August, September—6 months from 
now is the goal of starting the rede-

ployment. It does not say ‘‘with-
drawal,’’ it says ‘‘redeployment’’ be-
cause ‘‘redeployment’’ is a term that is 
then defined by all of those things we 
just talked about. That is in this legis-
lation we are going to vote on today. 

Now, there are those in this body I 
certainly respect who would say they 
do not want any kind of conditions put 
on the President in order to conduct 
the war. I respect that. That is a dif-
ference of opinion that we have. But 
common sense would tell you that you 
cannot conduct a war if you do not 
have the support of the American peo-
ple. The American people clearly want 
change. So it is time for us to start the 
process of the change. 

Now, this Senator, along with most 
every Senator in this Senate, was in 
the meeting yesterday with General 
Petraeus. There was clearly a message 
that General Petraeus had hope, but 
seasoned with a great deal of reality, 
realizing the additional complexity. 
There were no clear-cut answers yes-
terday in us meeting with the top gen-
eral over there in Iraq, a general whom 
we all admire and respect. Yes, there is 
still hope. But there is also the need 
for change. This document starts the 
process of the change. 

Now, it is my hope that after we go 
through this exercise, it will pass 
today—narrowly, just like it passed a 
month ago narrowly—the legislation 
will go down to the President—and he 
has already said he is going to veto it— 
and then is the opportunity for cooler 
heads, as the Good Book says, to come 
let us reason together. That is my 
hope. 

So I will be voting for this supple-
mental funding request that funds the 
troops, that funds other necessary 
emergencies. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Nevada. 
f 

IRAQ 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak on the subject of the emergency 
war supplemental and the adverse im-
pact this political theater is having on 
our efforts in Iraq. 

For me, this political gamesmanship 
calls to mind a book written some 50 
years ago about some very brave men 
in our Nation’s history—not brave in 
the sense of today’s marines and sol-
diers, who are doing the grunt work in 
Afghanistan and Iraq to ensure that 
the free world can sleep in peace at 
night. No, the men in this book were 
brave for a very different reason. 

The book I am referring to is the 1956 
classic, ‘‘Profiles in Courage,’’ written 
by a young U.S. Senator from Massa-
chusetts, John F. Kennedy, who later 
became our 35th President. The book is 
an account of men of principle, integ-
rity, and bravery in American politics. 

Then-Senator Kennedy profiled eight 
exceptional U.S. Senators from 
throughout the Senate’s history whom 
he considered to be models of virtue 
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and courage under pressure. These men 
defied the public opinion of the day in 
order to do what was right for the 
country even though they suffered se-
vere criticism and losses in popularity 
because of these actions. 

The Senators profiled included: 
Thomas Benton from Missouri, for 
staying in the Democratic Party de-
spite his opposition to extending slav-
ery into the territories; Sam Houston 
from Texas, for opposing Texas’ seces-
sion from the Union—for refusing to 
support this secession, Houston was 
later deposed as Governor—and Ed-
mund Ross from Kansas, for voting for 
acquittal in the Andrew Johnson im-
peachment trial. As a result of Ross’ 
vote, Johnson’s presidency was saved 
and the stature of the office was pre-
served. 

In this definitive book on political 
courage, each of the eight Senators 
profiled is today considered a ‘‘hero’’ 
for having done the right thing, not the 
popular thing. 

They are heroes today for having fil-
tered out the political noise of the 
chattering classes of their day. 

They are heroes for having done what 
was in the best interest of the United 
States and not in their own political 
best interest. 

They are heroes for doing what was 
necessary instead of simply doing what 
was easy. 

Today, each of us faces our own 
‘‘Profiles in Courage’’ moment. A clash 
of visions regarding America’s future 
has brought us to this point. 

One vision has America defeating al- 
Qaida and the forces of Islamic fas-
cism. 

The other vision has America surren-
dering in Iraq and allowing jihadist 
forces to determine Iraq’s future, mak-
ing America and the rest of the world 
less safe. 

These competing visions must be rec-
onciled by each individual Senator. 

But let’s understand exactly what 
the majority party is attempting to ac-
complish by hijacking this legislation. 
I could speak at length about the 
ample amounts of unrelated pork that 
have somehow found their way into 
this emergency supplemental. Those 
embarrassments continue to be ad-
dressed by my colleagues. 

What I would like to do is spend a 
few minutes specifically discussing the 
misguided efforts of the other side to 
revise, or more accurately restrict, this 
Nation’s policy in Iraq. 

Democrats are once again attempting 
to constrain this Nation’s Commander 
in Chief in the execution of his con-
stitutional duties; this time by insert-
ing language in the emergency supple-
mental that would limit the use of 
force in Iraq to certain congressionally 
preapproved ends. 

It would also provide a date certain 
for the surrender of U.S. forces in Iraq. 
This language within the emergency 
supplemental unconstitutionally 
micromanages the conduct of the war 
from the floor of the U.S. Senate. It 

does so by providing that Congress, and 
not the Commander in Chief, would de-
termine just how our military is to be 
used. It inserts 535 ‘‘commanders in 
chief’’ into the decisionmaking process 
when it comes to the execution of mili-
tary operations in Iraq. 

This is not what our Founding Fa-
thers intended. 

This legislation, as it is currently 
written, directs the President to begin 
the surrender of our forces no later 
than October 1 of this year, and calls 
for all U.S. combat forces to be back in 
the United States 180 days after that. 

As a matter of policy, even the bipar-
tisan Baker-Hamilton Commission spe-
cifically considered and rejected set-
ting a timetable for our withdrawal 
from Iraq. 

But this current debate we are en-
gaged in regarding the emergency sup-
plemental affects more than politicians 
on Capitol Hill. It goes far beyond the 
political posturing taking place on 
Sunday talk shows. It is more than a 
mere power struggle between the Com-
mander in Chief and a new majority in 
Congress asserting itself. 

No, this debate directly affects the 
health and well being of our men and 
women in uniform; men and women 
that this Congress authorized the 
President to send to Iraq. 

This is unconscionable. 
Recently, the Readiness and Manage-

ment Support Subcommittee of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee 
held a hearing on overseas basing 
issues. Witnesses represented the De-
partment of Defense and the Depart-
ments of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force. 

As the ranking member, I asked 
these witnesses about the impact that 
delaying enactment of the emergency 
supplemental would have on Depart-
ment of Defense operations, particu-
larly those associated with Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

I learned from them that the Army 
has already started to feel the financial 
squeeze of our failure to pass the emer-
gency supplemental and has begun to 
limit certain functions. 

They have had to curtail the training 
of Army Guard and Reserve units with-
in the United States, thus reducing 
their readiness levels. 

They have had to reprioritize 
predeployment training and eliminate 
anything that is not Iraq specific. No 
longer will units deploy to Iraq capable 
of handling the full spectrum of pos-
sible military scenarios. 

The Army has begun reducing qual-
ity of life initiatives, including the 
routine upgrade of barracks and other 
facilities. 

They have stopped the repair and 
maintenance of hundreds of tanks, 
Bradleys, and other vehicles necessary 
for deployment training. 

The impact only gets worse with 
time. 

If the emergency supplemental fund-
ing is not received by May 15—less 
than a month from now—the Army will 
undertake further actions. 

These include: 
reducing the pace of equipment over-

haul work at Army depots, which will 
worsen the equipment availability 
problems facing stateside units; 

curtailing training rotations for bri-
gade combat teams scheduled for de-
ployment to Iraq. This will also slow 
the arrival of more brigades which are 
needed to expand the Army’s rota-
tional pool and reduce stress on exist-
ing units. 

This smaller rotational pool will re-
sult in the further extension of those 
currently deployed until their replace-
ments are judged to be ready for de-
ployment. 

The Army would be forced to imple-
ment a civilian hiring freeze. 

They would have to prohibit the exe-
cution of new contracts and service or-
ders. 

They would have to hold or cancel re-
pair parts orders in the nondeployed 
Army, directly impacting the units’ 
ability to deploy with mission capable 
equipment and fully trained soldiers. 

I shudder to think of what additional 
steps the military will need to take if 
Democrats remain as stubborn and ir-
responsible regarding the emergency 
supplemental as they have proven to be 
up to this point. 

Before we consider voting on any 
emergency supplemental legislation 
which includes the offending surrender 
language, we need to seriously ask our-
selves: in 20, or 50, or even 100 years, 
will those generations that follow us 
look upon us as the heroes of our time 
for having done the courageous thing? 

Will we be admired for having chosen 
to do what was in the best interest of 
the Nation, in the best interest of the 
world, regardless of the political costs? 

Or will this body be viewed with dis-
dain for having cast our vote to set cer-
tain a date for our surrender to the 
forces of al-Qaida? 

Will we be viewed as inhumane for 
condemning some 25 million Iraqis to a 
living hell on earth? 

It is my opinion that this misguided 
effort by my Democratic colleagues is 
a surrender strategy for Iraq; a sur-
render that will take us at least a year 
to complete, but a surrender strategy 
nonetheless. 

I join today with the President in re-
fusing to surrender to the likes of al- 
Qaida. 

Calling this surrender a ‘‘with-
drawal,’’ or a ‘‘redeployment,’’ is like 
putting lipstick on a pig. No matter 
what you call it, it is still a pig. And 
no matter what you call this surrender, 
it is still a ‘‘surrender’’. 

Now, there might have been a time in 
our history when we could have hidden 
behind our own borders and not had to 
worry about what was happening in the 
Middle East or any place else across 
the ocean. Those days haven’t existed 
for some time. 

Remember the consequences of our 
abandonment of Afghanistan in the 
1980s. We supported the Mujahedin 
against the Soviets until the Soviets 
surrendered, or ‘‘withdrew’’ as my 
Democratic friends would call it, in 
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1989. Then we left the Afghans to fend 
for themselves. In short order, they 
had a civil war. The Taliban rose to 
power and provided a safe haven for al- 
Qaida. Osama bin Laden established 
training camps where he trained some 
20,000 terrorists in the late 1990s; grad-
uates of those camps came here and 
killed 3,000 of our fellow citizens on 9/ 
11. 

Perhaps, at the end of the Cold War, 
it was difficult to imagine the impact 
of the U.S. leaving Afghanistan. The 
same cannot be said about leaving Iraq. 
We have to prevail in Iraq, and we can 
if we don’t choose to surrender. 

In closing, I have a question for those 
on the other side. 

If my Democratic colleagues believe 
our current struggle against Islamic 
jihadists in Iraq is such a mistake; if 
you honestly believe that you were lied 
to or misled into initially supporting 
this war and that there is no useful 
purpose for continuing; if you believe 
that the lives of those in uniform who 
have made the ultimate sacrifice were 
truly wasted; if you believe that al- 
Qaida and the threat of Islamic fascism 
confronting America is merely some-
thing invented by a small band of 
neoconservatives, or; if Islamic fascism 
is simply an ideological movement 
that can be appeased and reasoned 
with; then why are you seeking to con-
tinue funding our fight in Iraq for even 
another day? 

If you believe that Iraq is simply a 
mistake gone bad, then you should at 
least have the courage of your convic-
tions and act accordingly. Vote to end 
the funding now. 

Don’t string along those putting 
their lives on the line for you to make 
some sort of weak political statement. 

This may well be our ‘‘Profiles in 
Courage’’ moment. I implore you to do 
the right thing, not the currently pop-
ular thing. Support our men and 
women in uniform, and do it now. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time on 
the Republican side be allocated as the 
sheet I will send to the desk indicates, 
and I further ask that quorum calls be 
charged to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
OBAMA). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

U.S. TROOP READINESS, VET-
ERANS’ HEALTH, AND IRAQ AC-
COUNTABILITY ACT, 2007—CON-
FERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the conference report on H.R. 
1591, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Committee of Conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
1591), ‘‘making emergency supplemental ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes,’’ hav-
ing met, have agreed that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate, and agree to the same with an 
amendment and the Senate agree to the 
same, signed by a majority of the conferees 
on the part of both Houses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will proceed to the consideration of 
the conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the proceedings of the House in the 
RECORD of Tuesday, April 24, 2007.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized. 
TAKE OUR DAUGHTERS AND SONS TO WORK DAY 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 

would like to speak just for a few mo-
ments, not about the pending business, 
which I know is extremely important 
and that debate will go on throughout 
the day and perhaps over the next sev-
eral days as we try to make decisions 
about supplemental spending for the 
Gulf of Mexico and the importance of 
the emergency that is still underway 
there, and as we try to debate the best 
way to find success in Iraq. 

I wanted to take a moment to speak 
about another issue that is important 
today to many Americans. In fact, we 
are celebrating that day on Capitol 
Hill. It is called Take Our Daughters 
and Sons to Work Day. 

I have been honored over the many 
years with my cochair, Senator KAY 
BAILEY HUTCHISON, who is on the floor 
of the Senate today, to cohost this 
event for the Senate. We have many 
colleagues and staff members who par-
ticipate in bringing their children and 
grandchildren and friends and neigh-
bors to the Capitol to work to see the 
work of the Senate and the Capitol— 
how it happens, who makes it happen, 
and the significance of it. These chil-
dren come from all over our country 
and take this experience back to their 
classrooms and into their homes and 
neighborhoods and share with their 
friends throughout the year. 

I thank Ms. Magazine for starting 
this. Over 35 million adults and chil-
dren will participate today. So in sky-
scrapers all over America, and on 
farms out in our rural areas, in small 
businesses and restaurants and small 
little boutique hotels, and even in 
home offices, children will be working 
with their parents or with their grand-
parents understanding the value of 
work, understanding and exploring op-
tions for themselves as they grow, and 
trying to make choices about how they 
can contribute significantly to this 
economy and to being part of the world 
community. 

So I am pleased today to be able to 
submit for the RECORD the names of 14 
young ladies who are with me today. I 
am not going to take the time to read 
their names, but I will submit them for 
the RECORD. They are from New Orle-

ans, LA, and some from Manderville; 
some are from Washington, DC, friends 
of the family who are here; and others 
are from outlying areas such as Mary-
land and Virginia who have joined us 
today to be part of the Senate. 

Already this morning some of these 
girls have participated in closing the 
gap with the Susan G. Komen Breast 
Cancer Foundation that met on Capitol 
Hill out on the west lawn of our Cap-
itol this morning to talk about the 
great effort that is being made to ad-
dress breast cancer, particularly in this 
country, and to not only find cures but 
to offer preventive measures to help 
women and families stay healthy in 
our country. They have already par-
ticipated in a press conference and will 
be joining us later today as we work 
through our offices in and around the 
Senate complex. 

I wanted to welcome them to the 
Senate. I will submit their names to be 
printed in the RECORD, and I encourage 
anyone in the Capitol complex, if you 
are not participating today, to think 
about next year and what you could do 
to contribute to make this day a spe-
cial day for some child in either your 
family or in your community who 
could use an extra boost or some in-
sight into a possible career for them-
selves. 

I thank Senator REID for making the 
tour of the Senate possible today for 
the young girls and boys who got to 
spend some time on the floor earlier 
this morning, and I thank minority 
leader MITCH MCCONNELL for arranging 
the special tours for that as well. 

Mr. President, I again thank Ms. 
Magazine for an extraordinary effort. I 
know the children enjoy getting a day 
off from school, but it is more than 
that, and I have enjoyed participating 
these many years. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
to which I referred be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Morgan Daigle, 11, New Orleans, LA, St. 
Dominic. 

Christine Evans, 10, Washington, DC, Na-
tional Cathedral School. 

Katherine Evans, 10, Washington, DC, Na-
tional Cathedral School. 

Charlotte Ganucheau, 13, Mandeville, LA, 
Our Lady of the Lake. 

Sofia Gonzales, 13, New Orleans, LA, 
Metarie Park Country Day School. 

Jamie Hauptmann, 11, Mandeville, LA, 
Lake Harbor, Middle. 

Lena Jones, 12, Washington, DC, St. 
Peter’s Inter-parish School Capitol Hill. 

Gabrielle Kehoe, 11, New Orleans, LA, St. 
Pius X. 

Kristen Landrieu, 12, New Orleans, LA, St. 
Dominic. 

Natalie Mufson, 13, Washington, DC, 
Georgetown Day School. 

Selin Odabas-Geldiay, 13, Washington, DC, 
Georgetown Day School. 

Erica Sensenbrenner, 14, New Orleans, LA, 
Dominican High School. 

Hannah Sensenbrenner, 12, New Orleans, 
LA, St. Dominic. 

Eliza Matthews 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas is recognized. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

rise to speak on the Iraqi supple-
mental. I want to discuss this briefly 
with my colleagues. I will vote against 
the conference report with a deadline 
in it. A conference report with a dead-
line in it, if it passes, and sending it to 
the President to sign—he is not going 
to sign it, but if he does sign it, if he 
would sign it—would be the day al- 
Qaida would declare victory. The day 
the deadline is set would be the day 
they would declare victory. I think it 
is the wrong way for us to go, and that 
is why I will be voting against the sup-
plemental. 

I am very pleased to support the 
President in his efforts not to set a 
deadline. I want to take the brief time 
I have to talk about a way forward be-
cause I think there is a bipartisan way 
forward. Once we get through this, and 
once this is forced upon the President, 
once he vetoes it, and once the veto is 
upheld—and I think these are motions 
we should not be going through be-
cause they take away precious time 
from focusing on a way forward, on a 
political solution that involves both 
sides of the aisle—we should focus on 
federalism in Iraq. It is something Sen-
ator BIDEN has spoken often about on 
the Democratic side, and I have spoke 
about on this side: federalism that will 
require a longtime presence by the 
United States in Iraq. 

I have spoken several times on this 
floor about how Iraq is more than three 
groups in one country: a Kurdish 
group, a Sunni group, and a Shia group. 
It has been held together for much of 
its history—not altogether but in much 
of its history—by exterior forces that 
have not wanted it to fly apart, who 
still don’t want it to fly apart. I think 
we should recognize these realities as 
we did in the former Yugoslavia, as we 
are today in Sudan where the south is 
going to vote to secede, and recognize 
these political forces and put in place a 
federated system: one country, three 
states, Baghdad as a Federal city 
where powers devolve to the states, and 
recognize that it will require a long- 
term U.S. military presence to ensure 
that it will work. It is a route forward, 
and it is a route forward that we can 
agree upon as a body. It is a route for-
ward that has allowed for the Iraqi 
Constitution, with a distribution of oil 
revenues equally distributed through-
out the country, to be able to help hold 
things together. It is a route forward 
that can get us to a political equi-
librium, that can get the violence 
down, that can give each of the groups 
their area, their region, and allow us to 
move forward. It requires a long-term 
U.S. military presence such as what 
happened in Bosnia and the Dayton Ac-
cords, where 15 years later we are still 
there and we are going to be there for 
some period of time because if we are 
not, they are going to go back to the 
violent ways they have had, and they 
have done previously. 

This is a realistic route that both 
sides of the aisle, that both parties, 
and the executive and legislative 
branches, could embrace. 

I met last week with the Vice Presi-
dent about it. I talked with the Na-
tional Security Adviser about it. Many 
of my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are saying: What is the plan? 
What is the exit plan? How do we get 
out? Here is a route to be able to deal 
with this. But they have to admit, as 
well, on their side that a timeline, a 
deadline will not work. We cannot do 
that. We cannot hoist it upon the 
President, and it will not work in that 
region. As soon as you set that dead-
line, as I said, al-Qaida will declare vic-
tory and people in the region will start 
looking for security in other places. 
They will be going to militias and dif-
ferent groups, and it will further frag-
ment the country. 

If we would just set our partisanship 
aside for a little while and think about 
this, we would recognize that this is 
the situation we are in and this is the 
only viable solution forward. We don’t 
want to bring back a dictator or allow 
one back into Iraq. We don’t want Iraq 
to devolve into a full-scale civil war 
with a terrorist state taking place in 
that country. We don’t want to turn it 
over and just have the Shia run the 
whole place and run over the Kurds and 
run over the Sunni in the region. That 
is not realistic. 

The other options are not viable and 
will not work. This is a route forward. 
I urge my colleagues that this pros-
pect, this federalism that is enshrined 
in the Iraqi Constitution—the Iraqi 
Parliament passed a federalism law 
last year—the Kurdish regions in 
northern Iraq show that it is possible 
for Iraq and deepens its commitment to 
a Federal system. I urge my colleagues 
to embrace this after this is vetoed. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia is recognized. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 

could I ask the Senator from West Vir-
ginia to yield for a unanimous consent 
request? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized immediately following the re-
marks of Senator BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Texas. 

It has been 4 years since the Presi-
dent sent our troops into Iraq, 4 long 
years. That is longer than it took to 
win World War II. More than 3,300 
troops have sacrificed their lives in 
Iraq, and nearly 25,000 have been 
wounded—many severely. 

With passage of this conference 
agreement, Congress will have appro-
priated more than $450 billion for the 
war in Iraq. Did my colleagues hear 
that? Four hundred and fifty billion 
dollars. That compares with the $296 

billion which the United States spent 
on World War II. Yet in the 4 years 
since our troops succeeded in removing 
Saddam Hussein from power, the Presi-
dent has failed—and I say this with all 
due respect when I speak about the 
President—the President has failed in 
his mission to bring peace and stability 
to the people of Iraq. The troops had 
the courage and the strength to win 
the war, but the President has not had 
the wisdom to win the peace. It is 
time—past time—for a new direction in 
Iraq. 

The agreement before us today pro-
vides that new direction. But rather 
than admit the need to change course, 
the President—and I say this with all 
due respect—continues to try to mis-
lead the American public about the war 
in Iraq. 

He recently asked Congress to ‘‘put 
partisanship on hold.’’ But then he, the 
President, voiced the incredible asser-
tion that the attacks on 9/11 are linked 
to the war in Iraq. That is not true, 
and the American people know it. 

The President complained that Con-
gress is holding funding for the troops 
hostage to funding for domestic needs. 
President Bush claims that Democrats 
are adding porkbarrel spending to a bill 
intended for the troops. The President 
has charged that Democrats are ‘‘legis-
lating defeat’’ in Iraq. 

President Bush has tried to scare the 
pants off the public by suggesting that 
our bill could result in death and de-
struction in America. What utter non-
sense. What hogwash. This Senate 
must not be a rubberstamp for this or 
any President. Under the Constitution, 
Congress has a duty to question the 
war policies of this or any President. 
We must listen to the voices of the peo-
ple, and the American people have sent 
a very clear message to Washington: It 
is time to start to bring our troops 
home from Iraq. 

The Congress has responded, crafting 
a new direction that will spur the Iraqi 
Government to pursue real political 
reconciliation in that country. The 
American people do not support an 
open-ended U.S. military occupation in 
Iraq. It is time for the truth; it is time 
for the White House to stop the fear 
mongering and face the truth. 

In the book of John, chapter 8, verse 
32 of the King James version of the 
Holy Bible are these words: 

And ye shall know the truth and the truth 
shall make you free. 

The Congress is not holding funding 
for the troops hostage to domestic 
porkbarrel spending. The $6.9 billion 
for rebuilding the gulf coast after Hur-
ricane Katrina is not pork barrel 
spending. Ask the citizens of New Orle-
ans. The $1.8 billion for the VA to pro-
vide first-class health care to our 
wounded veterans is not porkbarrel 
spending. Ask the troops who are wait-
ing for care, and ask their families. I 
know $20 million to repair Walter Reed 
Hospital is not pork barrel spending. 
The $650 million for the SCHIP child 
health program to deal with the short-
fall in 14 States is not porkbarrel 
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spending. Ask the parents with sick 
children. The $2.25 billion for securing 
the country from terrorist attack, in-
cluding port and border security, tran-
sit security, funds to improve screen-
ing for explosives at airports, and/or 
screening cargo on passenger aircraft is 
not porkbarrel spending. It is home-
land security to prevent the death and 
destruction which President Bush 
warns about. 

This country must not forsake crit-
ical domestic needs because of this 
President’s single-minded obsession 
with his failed mission. Congress has 
appropriated more than $38 billion for 
rebuilding Iraq, and this agreement 
adds another $3 billion. I simply do not 
understand why this President—our 
President—is eager to commit billions 
of dollars to rebuild Baghdad but abso-
lutely opposes additional money to re-
build the gulf coast here in America. 
Why does President Bush decry needed 
funds for the Veterans’ Administration 
to build a first-class health care sys-
tem for our brave troops? 

Porkbarrel spending? I think not. 
The conference agreement that is be-
fore the Senate today totals $124 bil-
lion. It is lower than the House bill. 
Yet essential funding for gulf coast re-
covery, veterans medical care, home-
land security, and agricultural disaster 
relief remains. 

The conference report also includes 
an increase in the minimum wage—the 
first increase since 1997. It is needed, it 
is fair, and it is long overdue. 

There is also $4.9 billion in tax incen-
tives for small businesses that are fully 
paid for in the bill. Small business is 
the backbone of our economy and these 
incentives will help economic growth. 

This bill includes more than $100 bil-
lion for the Department of Defense— 
nearly $4 billion above the President’s 
inadequate request. It protects the 
troops by including $1.2 billion above 
the President’s low number for mine- 
resistant vehicles. 

This bill cares for the troops by pro-
viding $2.1 billion more than the Presi-
dent for health care, including more re-
sources for troops with traumatic brain 
injury. Porkbarrel? I think not. 

The President—our President— 
claims this is a partisan bill. The 
President claims Congress is trying to 
micromanage the war, substituting our 
judgment for the judgment of our gen-
erals. The President knows better. 

The Constitution says that ‘‘the Con-
gress shall have power’’—do you know 
what that means? The Congress, that is 
us—‘‘the Congress shall have power to 
. . . provide for the common Defence.’’ 
It is the Congress—yes, it is the Con-
gress—that is given the sole power to 
declare war. The Congress is sworn to 
‘‘raise and support Armies.’’ The Con-
gress has heard the voices of the peo-
ple, and we have responded as we are 
elected to do. 

This conference agreement provides a 
new directive for the war in Iraq. It is 
patriotic, not partisan, to help the 
President to see the truth—the truth. 

It is our duty. It is a duty born of love 
for this great country, the Constitu-
tion, and the American people. 

If the President decides to veto the 
bill, he will be holding funding for the 
troops hostage to his stubborn insist-
ence on going into Iraq and the result-
ing disaster caused by his, the Presi-
dent’s, war policies. 

I encourage all Members to vote for 
this conference report. We can send a 
strong message to the White House. We 
can help this President face the truth. 
Four years after our troops removed 
Saddam Hussein from power, the Presi-
dent’s policies simply are not working. 
They must change. We must come to-
gether as a country to repair the dam-
age caused by this horrendous war— 
this horrendous war—and chart a new 
direction in Iraq. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Texas is to be recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
majority side, including time reserved 
for the leader, there is 53 minutes. And 
on the minority side, including the 
time of the leader, there is 74 minutes. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the speakers 
be in the following order: that fol-
lowing Senator HUTCHISON, I be recog-
nized for 5 minutes, then Senator LIE-
BERMAN, then to Senator DURBIN for 5 
minutes, to Senator INHOFE, and then 
to Senator KENNEDY for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to 
object, and I won’t object, I am won-
dering why we are confining the time 
to 5 minutes if we have that many min-
utes remaining. If the Senator wishes 
to expand the time— 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I in-
form the Senator that I was limiting 
the Senators on our side to 5 minutes. 
The Senator from Oklahoma has un-
limited time. I did not give time to 
speak on the Senator’s side. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Parliamentary in-
quiry: There is a unanimous consent 
agreement already on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. What is the 
amount allocated for Senator INHOFE? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous agreement, Senator 
INHOFE is provided 5 minutes. 

Is there objection to the request? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
does the time start now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The 
Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
when Tom Brokaw wrote the book 
‘‘The Greatest Generation,’’ it re-

minded America what is great about 
our country. It reminded us that men 
and women have sacrificed through the 
years for our country to make sure it 
was free for the next generation. 

Can you imagine in the middle of 
World War II the Congress mandating 
the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Eu-
rope and the Pacific, oblivious to the 
facts on the ground or the absolute ne-
cessity to win? Can you even imagine 
in the middle of the Cold War if Con-
gress had required the withdrawal of 
troops from the same parts of the 
world, thinking that if we withdrew 
our troops, the Communists would do 
the same and peace would prevail? 

If earlier Congresses had done what it 
appears this Congress is trying to do, 
freedom would have died in Europe, it 
would have died where it was in Asia, 
and who knows what would have hap-
pened in the future in America. 

Today we have to ask ourselves: Are 
we worthy of the sacrifices so many 
have made in the past? Are we going to 
stand for freedom and fight for future 
Americans to have the same opportuni-
ties we have had because so many 
brave men and women have sacrificed? 

There are those who say this isn’t a 
world war; it is a civil war; it is over 
there, and we can’t do anything about 
it. This is a tough time, there is no 
question. Every one of us grieves when 
we see the killing of innocent people, 
Iraqis or Americans. But make no mis-
take about it, this is a world war. Al- 
Qaida is in Iraq. General Petraeus said 
that yesterday. They have all the evi-
dence. They know what al-Qaida is 
doing there. They are attacking Ameri-
cans. They are attacking Iraqis. They 
are trying to take over Iraq so they 
will have the capability to spread their 
terrorism throughout the world. 

Does that mean they are in a civil 
war or are they an enemy we must 
face? If we don’t face it there, we will 
face it in our own country. General 
Abizaid, the former Commander of U.S. 
CENTCOM, said to the Armed Services 
Committee: If we leave, they will fol-
low us home. If we don’t stand for free-
dom against this enemy, we will see it 
again. We will see it on our own shores, 
and we will see it in other parts of the 
world. 

It would be unimaginable to me for 
Congress not to fund our troops and to 
send the mixed message out of Wash-
ington to the enemy, to our allies in 
such an important conflict that Con-
gress isn’t sure if America has the will 
to stand and fight for freedom. And 
make no mistake about it, that is what 
is at stake in these votes that are hap-
pening on Capitol Hill. 

I have heard people say: Oh, we are 
going to vote on this every month be-
cause it is good for politics. They may 
think it is good for politics, but I say 
the American people are going to get 
it. They are going to understand if we 
look weak in the Congress on standing 
and fighting the enemy wherever it is 
to keep Americans secure, they will see 
what happens and they will question if 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5131 April 26, 2007 
we are worthy of the sacrifices of the 
greatest generation. 

I wondered when that book came out: 
If America were ever attacked, would 
we stand and fight for freedom? I hope 
the answer is yes. I hope the Congress 
will wake up and see that setting dead-
lines and sending the signal to the 
enemy that we are weak is not worthy 
of the sacrifices of the past. 

I hope Congress will do the right 
thing, strip this language, send the 
money to the troops, and show that we, 
too, will stand for freedom for our chil-
dren. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 

today in strong support of this supple-
mental appropriations conference re-
port, and let me begin by thanking 
Senator BYRD, the chairman of our Ap-
propriations Committee, who has 
worked diligently throughout the proc-
ess to bring us to this point today 
where we are addressing the critical in-
frastructure needs of this country as 
well as moving forward and changing 
course in Iraq. 

I also thank and commend our major-
ity leader, Senator REID, for his cour-
age and his diligence in speaking out to 
get us to a point where we will be send-
ing a message to the President and to 
the country that we are willing to be 
courageous and change course in Iraq. 

The agreement before us takes us on 
a responsible path on many of the most 
pressing issues of the day—the war in 
Iraq, as we have talked about and I 
spoke about on the floor yesterday, 
moving forward with the needs of our 
veterans and our injured servicemem-
bers, homeland security, and the needs 
of our hard-hit communities here at 
home. 

I realize my colleagues across the 
aisle would prefer that Congress obedi-
ently approve the President’s request, 
but we are not. Instead, we are pro-
viding a funding bill that meets the 
needs of the American people and those 
bravely serving for us overseas and all 
of those here at home. 

Last November, on November 7, the 
American people called for an end to 
the rubberstamp Congress, and today 
we are here to deliver. This is not, as 
some have tried to say, simply a war- 
funding bill. Instead, it provides fund-
ing for critical needs here at home in 
addition to the $100 billion in funding 
that is directed to our troops who are 
serving us so honorably overseas. 

In recent weeks, there has been a lot 
of heated rhetoric and plenty of 
mischaracterizations about this impor-
tant bill. Much of that has focused on 
the critically necessary language that 
is included in this bill that will transi-
tion our mission in Iraq and begin to 
redeploy our troops. 

As Senator BYRD stated, there is 
much more in this bill. We need to pass 
this legislation because we need a new 
direction in Iraq, but we also need to 
pass this bill because it provides every-
thing our troops need to complete their 
mission. It provides billions of dollars 

more to take care of them when they 
come home, and it will, finally, help 
American communities recover and re-
build. 

In addition to funding for the troops 
overseas, this conference agreement 
provides more than $5 billion to ensure 
that our returning troops and veterans 
get the critically important healthcare 
they have earned and deserve and 
which we now so vividly see is needed. 

It provides $6.9 million for the vic-
tims of Hurricane Katrina and Hurri-
cane Rita. Senator LANDRIEU has been 
on the floor many times to talk about 
those families who have been forgotten 
on the gulf coast. We have not forgot-
ten them in this bill, and this must get 
to the President and be signed to take 
care of those families. 

We provide $2.25 billion in homeland 
security investments, including funds 
for port security and mass-transit se-
curity, for explosives detection equip-
ment at our airports, and for initia-
tives in the 9/11 bill that recently 
passed here in the Senate. These are 
needs which we cannot forget, and we 
include them in this bill. 

We provide $31⁄2 billion to provide re-
lief for our farmers and our ranchers 
across the country. There are many 
families who are struggling and who 
have suffered from drought and agri-
cultural disasters. For too long, we 
have forgotten them in this country or 
ignored them or blocked their needs. 
The Senate today is saying we have not 
forgotten. 

Finally, this conference agreement 
includes emergency funding for forest 
firefighting, a critical need throughout 
the West; low-income energy assist-
ance, drastically needed in many of our 
communities; and pandemic flu prep-
arations that all of us know we cannot 
forget. 

I was on the floor yesterday to talk 
about much of the funding, but criti-
cally important is the funding for our 
troops and our veterans when they 
come home. We all vividly saw the 
Walter Reed scandal just a few weeks 
ago. We provide the funding to make 
sure our soldiers, whether they are at 
Walter Reed or any of our facilities 
across the country, get the best of 
care, from traumatic brain injury to 
post-traumatic stress syndrome. 

Of course, again, we do have the Iraq 
language, which is so critical. I hope 
our colleagues, as we move this bill to 
the President, will remind him and the 
country that this bill is essential for 
our troops, for those of us here at 
home, and for the future of this coun-
try. We urge him to read the bill and to 
sign it. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
The Senator said it well. The Senator 

could not have said it better. Senator 
MURRAY is right. 

I thank Senator MURRAY, and I thank 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has 10 minutes 
allocated in his own right. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, the 
supplemental appropriations bill we 
are debating today contains language 
that would have Congress take control 
of the direction of our military strat-
egy in Iraq. Like most Senators of both 
parties, I support the appropriations in 
this bill. But because I strongly oppose 
its language on Iraq, I will vote no. 

Earlier this week, the Senate major-
ity leader spoke at the Woodrow Wil-
son Center and laid out the case for 
why the bill now before this Chamber, 
in his view, offers a viable alternative 
strategy for Iraq. It was the most com-
prehensive recent argument in support 
of this position, and so I wish to ad-
dress myself to its content respectfully 
and point by point. 

I have great respect for my friend 
from Nevada. I believe he has offered 
this proposal in good faith, and there-
fore I wish to take it up in good faith 
and examine its arguments and ideas 
carefully and in-depth because this is a 
very serious discussion we are having 
this morning for America and its fu-
ture security. 

In his speech Monday, the Senate 
majority leader described the several 
steps this new strategy for Iraq would 
entail. The first step, he said, is to: 
. . . transition the U.S. mission away from 
policing a civil war . . . to training and 
equipping Iraqi security forces, protecting 
U.S. forces, and conducting targeted 
counter-terror operations. 

I ask my colleagues to step back for 
a moment and consider this plan. When 
we say that U.S. troops shouldn’t be 
policing a civil war, that their oper-
ation should be restricted to the nar-
row list of missions, what does this ac-
tually mean? To begin with, it means 
our troops will not be allowed to pro-
tect the Iraqi people from the insur-
gents and militias and terrorists who 
are trying to terrorize and kill them. 
Instead of restoring basic security, 
which General Petraeus has effectively 
argued should be the focus of any coun-
terinsurgency campaign, it means our 
soldiers would, instead, be ordered, by 
force of this proposed law, not to stop 
the sectarian violence happening all 
around them no matter how vicious or 
horrific it becomes. I fear if we begin 
to withdraw, it will become both vi-
cious and horrific. 

In short, it means telling our troops 
to deliberately and consciously turn 
their backs on ethnic cleansing, to 
turn their backs on the slaughter of in-
nocent civilians—men, women, and 
children singled out and killed on the 
basis of their religion alone or their 
ethnicity. It means turning our backs 
on the policies that led us correctly to 
intervene in the civil war in Yugo-
slavia in the 1990s, the principles that 
today lead many of us to cry out and 
demand intervention in Darfur. To me, 
this makes no moral sense at all. 

It also makes no strategic or mili-
tary sense. Al-Qaida’s own leaders have 
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repeatedly said that one of the ways 
they intend to achieve victory in Iraq 
is to provoke civil war. They are trying 
to kill as many people as possible, pre-
cisely in the hope of igniting sectarian 
violence because they know this is 
their best way to collapse Iraq’s polit-
ical center, overthrow Iraq’s elected 
Government, radicalize its population, 
and create a failed state in the heart of 
the Middle East that they can use as a 
base. That is why al-Qaida blew up the 
Golden Mosque in Samarra last Feb-
ruary, and that is why we are seeing 
mass-casualty suicide bombings by al- 
Qaida in Baghdad today. The sectarian 
violence the majority leader says he 
wants to order American troops to stop 
policing, in other words, is the very 
same sectarian violence al-Qaida hopes 
will take it to victory. The suggestion 
that we can draw a bright legislative 
line between stopping terrorists in Iraq 
and stopping civil war in Iraq flies in 
the face of this reality. I don’t know 
how to say it any more plainly. It is al- 
Qaida that is trying to inflame a full- 
fledged civil war in Iraq. So we cannot 
both fight al-Qaida and get out of the 
civil war. They are one. 

The majority leader said on Monday 
that he believes U.S. troops will still be 
able to conduct targeted counterterror 
operations under his plan. Even if we 
stop trying to protect civilians in Iraq, 
in other words, we can still go after the 
bad guys. But, again, I ask my col-
leagues, how would this translate into 
reality on the ground? How would we 
find these terrorists, who do not gather 
on conventional military bases or fight 
in conventional formations? 

By definition, targeted counterter-
rorism requires our forces to know 
where, when, and against whom to 
strike, and that, in turn, requires accu-
rate, actionable, real-time intelligence. 
This is the kind of intelligence which 
can only come from ordinary Iraqis— 
the sea of people among whom the ter-
rorists hide. That, in turn, requires 
interacting with the Iraqi people on a 
close, personal, daily basis. It requires 
winning individual Iraqis to our side 
because they conclude we are there on 
their side, gaining their trust, and con-
vincing them they can count on us to 
keep them safe from the terrorists if 
they share valuable information about 
them. This is no great secret. It is at 
the heart of what is happening in Iraq 
today and is part of the Petraeus plan. 

In sum, on this point, you can’t have 
it both ways. You can’t withdraw com-
bat troops from Iraq and still say you 
are going to fight al-Qaida there. If you 
believe that there is no hope of winning 
in Iraq or that the cost of victory there 
is not worth it, then you should be for 
complete withdrawal as soon as pos-
sible. 

There is another irony in the Iraq 
language in this bill. For most of the 
past 4 years, under former Defense Sec-
retary Rumsfeld, the United States did 
not try to establish basic security in 
Iraq. Rather than deploying enough 
troops necessary to protect the Iraqi 

people, the focus of our military has 
been on training and equipping Iraqi 
forces, protecting our own forces, and 
conducting targeted antiterrorist 
sweeps and raids—in other words, the 
very same missions proposed by the 
proponents of the legislation before us. 

That Rumsfeld strategy failed, and 
we know why it failed. It failed because 
we didn’t have enough troops doing the 
right things to ensure security, which 
in turn created an opening for al-Qaida 
and its allies to exploit and allowed 
sectarian violence to begin to run 
rampant. Al-Qaida stepped into the se-
curity vacuum, as did the sectarian mi-
litias, and through horrific violence 
created a climate of fear and insecurity 
in which political and economic 
progress became impossible. 

For years, many Members of Con-
gress saw this and spoke to it. We 
talked about it. We called for more 
troops and a new strategy—and, for 
that matter, a new Secretary of De-
fense. Yet now, when President Bush 
has come around, when he has ac-
knowledged the mistakes that have 
been made and the need to focus on 
basic security in Iraq and to install a 
new Secretary of Defense and a new 
commander in Iraq, now his critics in 
Congress have changed their minds and 
decided that the old failed strategy— 
the Rumsfeld strategy—wasn’t so bad 
after all, because that is what would be 
adopted in the language on Iraq in this 
bill. What is going on here? What has 
changed so that the strategy we criti-
cized and rejected in 2006 suddenly 
makes sense in 2007? 

The second element in the plan out-
lined by the majority leader on Mon-
day is the phased redeployment of our 
troops no later than October 1, 2007. 
Let us be absolutely clear what this 
means. The legislation would impose a 
binding deadline for U.S. troops to 
begin retreating from Iraq. That with-
drawal would happen regardless of con-
ditions on the ground, regardless of the 
recommendations of General Petrae-
us—in short, regardless of reality, on 
October 1, 2007. As far as I can tell, 
none of the supporters of withdrawal 
have attempted to explain why October 
1 is the magic date, what strategic or 
military significance this date holds. 
Why not September 1? Why not Janu-
ary 1 or April 1? October 1, 2007, is a 
date as arbitrary as it is inflexible. It 
is, I contend, a deadline for defeat. 

How do proponents of this deadline 
defend it? On Monday, Senator REID 
gave several reasons. First he said a 
date for withdrawal puts ‘‘pressure on 
the Iraqis to make desperately needed 
political compromises.’’ 

But will it? According to the legisla-
tion now before us, the withdrawal will 
happen, regardless of what the Iraqi 
Government does. How, then, if you are 
an Iraqi Government official, does this 
give you any incentive to make the 
right choices? On the contrary, there is 
compelling reason to think a legisla-
tively directed withdrawal of American 
troops will have exactly the opposite 
effect than its sponsors intend. 

I ask the Chair, how much time have 
I used? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN). The Senator from Connecticut 
has consumed the 10 minutes he was al-
located. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I gather Senator 
CORNYN has yielded his 5 minutes to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair. 
This, in fact, is exactly what the 

most recent National Intelligence Esti-
mate on Iraq predicted. A withdrawal 
of American troops in the months 
ahead would ‘‘almost certainly lead to 
a significant increase in the scale and 
scope of sectarian conflict, intensify 
Sunni resistance, and have adverse ef-
fects on national reconciliation.’’ 

That is the NIE, broadly supported 
and embraced by proponents of the Iraq 
language in this legislation. 

Second, the majority leader said 
withdrawing our troops will ‘‘reduce 
the specter of the U.S. occupation 
which gives fuel to the insurgency.’’ 

My colleague from Nevada, in other 
words, is saying the insurgency is in 
some measure being provoked by the 
very presence of American troops. By 
diminishing that presence, presumably 
the insurgency will diminish. 

But I ask my colleagues, where is the 
evidence to support this theory? I find 
none. In fact, all the evidence I find 
supports the opposite conclusion. Since 
2003, and before General Petraeus took 
command and began implementing our 
new strategy there, American forces 
were ordered on several occasions to 
pull back from Iraqi cities and regions, 
including Mosul, Fallujah, Tel’Afar, 
and Baghdad. What happened in these 
places? Did they stabilize when the 
American troops left? Did the insur-
gency go away? Of course not. 

On the contrary, in each of these 
places where U.S. forces pulled back, 
al-Qaida and sectarian warriors rushed 
in. Rather than becoming islands of 
peace, they became safe havens for ter-
rorists, islands of fear and violence. 

So I ask advocates of withdrawal, on 
what evidence, on what data have you 
concluded that pulling U.S. troops out 
will weaken the insurgency there when 
every single experience we have had 
since 2003 suggests that withdrawal, 
the kind of withdrawal mandated by 
this legislation, will strengthen the 
terrorists and insurgents and increase 
violence? 

I ask my colleagues to consider the 
words of Sheikh Abdul Sattar, one of 
the leading tribal leaders in Anbar 
Province, who is now fighting on our 
side against al-Qaida because he is con-
vinced we are on his side. This is what 
he told the New York Times when 
asked last month what would happen if 
U.S. troops withdraw? He said: 

In my personal opinion, and in the opinion 
of most of the wise men of Anbar, if the 
American forces leave right now, there will 
be civil war and the area will fall into total 
chaos. 
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This is a man whose father was killed 

by al-Qaida, who risks his life every 
day to work with us, a man who was 
described by one Army officer as ‘‘the 
most effective local leader in Ramadi I 
believe the coalition has worked with 
. . . since 2003.’’ 

In his remarks earlier this week, 
Senator REID also observed there is ‘‘a 
large and growing population of mil-
lions—who sit precariously on the 
fence. They will either condemn or 
contribute to terrorism in the years 
ahead. We must convince them of the 
goodness of America and Americans. 
We must win them over.’’ 

On this I completely agree with my 
friend from Nevada. But my question 
to him and others supporting this lan-
guage is this: How does this strategy 
you propose in this bill possibly help 
win over this population of millions in 
Iraq who sit precariously on the fence? 

What message, I ask, does this legis-
lation announce to these people who 
are the majority in Iraq? How will they 
respond when we tell them we are not 
longer going to make an effort to pro-
tect them and their families against 
insurgents and death squads? How will 
they respond when we declare we will 
be withdrawing our forces, regardless 
of whether they are making progress in 
the next few months toward political 
reconciliation? Where will their hopes 
be for a better life when we withdraw 
the troops that are the necessary pre-
condition for the security and stability 
and opportunity for a better life that 
the majority of Iraqis clearly yearn 
for? 

Do my friends believe this is the way 
to convince Iraqis and the world of the 
goodness of America and Americans? 
Does anyone in this Chamber believe 
that by announcing a date certain for 
withdrawal we will empower Iraqi mod-
erates, the mainstream, or enable 
Iraq’s reconstruction, or open more 
schools for their children or more hos-
pitals for their families or provide 
more freedom for everyone? With all 
due respect, this is a fantasy. 

The third step the majority leader 
proposes is to impose ‘‘tangible, meas-
urable, and achievable benchmarks on 
the Iraqi government.’’ 

I am all for such benchmarks. In fact, 
Senator MCCAIN and I were among the 
first to propose legislation to apply 
such benchmarks on the Iraqi govern-
ment. 

But I don’t see how this plan will en-
courage Iraqis to meet these or any 
other benchmarks, given its ironclad 
commitment to abandon them—regard-
less of how they behave. 

We should of course be making every 
effort to encourage reconciliation in 
Iraq and the development of a decent 
political order that Sunnis, Shiites, 
and Kurds can agree on. 

But even if today that political solu-
tion was found, we cannot rationally 
think that our terrorist enemies like 
al-Qaida in Iraq will simply vanish. 

Al-Qaida is not mass murdering civil-
ians on the streets of Baghdad because 

it wants a more equitable distribution 
of oil revenues. Its aim in Iraq is not to 
get a seat at the political table. 

It wants to blow up the table—along 
with everyone seated at it. Al-Qaida 
wants to destroy any prospect for de-
mocracy in Iraq, and it will not be ne-
gotiated or reasoned out of existence. 
It must be fought and defeated through 
force of arms. And there can be no 
withdrawal, no redeployment from this 
reality. 

The fourth step that the majority 
leader proposed on Monday is a ‘‘diplo-
matic, economic, and political offen-
sive . . . starting with a regional con-
ference working toward a long-term 
framework for stability in the region.’’ 

I understand why we are drawn to 
ideas such as those that are in this leg-
islation on Iraq. All of us are aware of 
the justified frustration, fatigue, and 
disappointment of the American people 
with Iraq. All of us would like to be-
lieve there is a better solution— 
quicker, easier—to the challenges we 
face in Iraq. But none of this gives us 
an excuse to paper over hard truths of 
which I have tried to speak. We delude 
ourselves if we think we can wave a 
legislative wand and suddenly our 
troops in the field will be able to dis-
tinguish between al-Qaida terrorism 
and sectarian violence or that Iraqis 
will suddenly settle their political dif-
ferences because our troops are leaving 
or that sweet reason alone will sud-
denly convince Iraq and Syria to stop 
destabilizing Iraq, stop enabling the 
terrorists and insurgents who are kill-
ing too many Americans and Iraqis 
there today. 

What we need now is a sober assess-
ment of the progress we are beginning 
to make and a recognition of the sig-
nificant challenges we still face. There 
are many uncertainties before us, 
many complexities, many challenges. 
Barely half of the new troops General 
Petraeus requested have even arrived 
in Iraq. 

In following General Petraeus’s path, 
there is no guarantee of success, but 
there is hope and a new plan for suc-
cess. In rejecting General Petraeus’s 
path, as this legislation would do, 
there is a guarantee of failure and, I 
fear, disaster. The plan embedded in 
this language contains no reasonable 
prospects for success. It is a strategy 
based on catch phrases and bromides 
rather than military realities and all 
that is on the line for us in Iraq. 

It does not learn from the many mis-
takes that have been made in Iraq. 
Rather, it promises to repeat them. Let 
me be absolutely clear. In my opinion, 
Iraq is not yet lost, but if we follow the 
plan in this legislation, it will be lost 
and so, I fear, will much of our hope for 
stability in the Middle East and secu-
rity from terrorism here at home. That 
is why I will vote no. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, we are 
now in our fifth year of this conflict in 
Iraq, and throughout that time I have 
met with commanders of our Armed 
Forces, listened to their experiences 

and recommendations, and after much 
consideration I have come to the con-
clusion that we are not on the right 
path. While some of my colleagues be-
lieve that we should support President 
George W. Bush, who continues to 
make decisions that place our men and 
women in the Armed Forces in harm’s 
way, I disagree. 

The past few months have been 
among the deadliest for our military 
personnel. We have seen 79 U.S. sol-
diers killed in February, 82 in March, 
and 85 so far this month. To the more 
than 3,300 U.S. soldiers that have been 
killed and the over 24,000 wounded 
since the conflict began, to our men 
and women in the Armed Forces and 
their families who are valiantly serv-
ing our country and to the American 
people, I say to all of you, we must 
change our course. 

To stay the course is to welcome dis-
aster. Iraq lies like the proverbial clay 
pot broken in shards on the ground. It 
is shattered into the fragments of war-
ring factions, clans, and religious 
groups. Afghanistan, still the center of 
the war on al-Qaida, is becoming pro-
gressively more dangerous as our at-
tention remains focused on Iraq. Al- 
Qaida and the Taliban are rebuilding 
their forces and terrorists have ex-
tended their attacks to North Africa 
and Western Europe. We are facing, as 
our military leaders tells us again and 
again, a ‘‘thinking enemy,’’ one that 
learns and adapts. Should we not also 
learn and adapt? Can anyone doubt 
that our strategy needs to change? 

Some have painted this conflict as 
simply a war against al-Qaida in Iraq. 
Let us not make the mistake of fooling 
ourselves. Al-Qaida is stoking the 
flames but it is the internal divisions 
among the Iraqis themselves which has 
made it the bonfire it is today. If the 
Iraqis unite, they can defeat al-Qaida 
as they have demonstrated in some 
provinces already. But as everyone, in-
cluding the President and our military 
leaders, have observed, the Iraqis 
themselves must form a reconciliation 
government. American soldiers are not 
a thread that can permanently stitch 
together the broken parts of Iraq. The 
Iraqis themselves are the masters of 
their own fate. 

The legislation before us today is a 
call for a new strategy. It requires that 
we change our present course. It makes 
clear that the war in Iraq can only be 
won by Iraqis. It is their will and their 
will alone that must determine the fate 
of their country. Americans cannot do 
the fighting for them. A democratic 
Iraq will not be established unless the 
Iraqis do it for themselves. We cannot 
put the shattered pieces of Iraq to-
gether. Only the Iraqis can do that. 

Today, with the Senate passage of 
H.R. 1591, the U.S. Troop Readiness, 
Veterans’ Care, Katrina Recovery, and 
Iraq Accountability Appropriations 
Act, 2007, we will be providing $100 bil-
lion for the Department of Defense, pri-
marily for continued military oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan. It also 
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includes a $1 billion increase for the 
National Guard and Reserve equipment 
and $1.1 billion for military housing. 
Mr. President, $1.789 billion would be 
provided for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to specifically target 
treatment for veterans of Operation 
Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring 
Freedom, reduce the backlog of benefit 
claims, and ensure that facilities are 
maintained at the highest level. In ad-
dition, $6.9 billion would be appro-
priated for the victims of Hurricane 
Katrina and Hurricane Rita, $650 mil-
lion would be provided for the State 
Children’s Health Insurance Program, 
$2.25 billion in homeland security in-
vestments, including funds for port se-
curity and mass transit security, and 
$3.5 billion to help relieve pressures 
that farmers and ranchers experienced 
due to severe drought and agricultural 
disasters. 

In addition to funding these impor-
tant efforts, the legislation includes an 
important step in setting the proper 
course in Iraq for our military service-
members and their families by pro-
viding them with a road map to suc-
cess. By outlining the benchmarks that 
must be met by the Iraqi government 
and clarifies our military involvement 
in Iraq. It defines our mission in Iraq 
by steering our military away from po-
licing a civil war to training and equip-
ping Iraqi security forces, protecting 
U.S. forces, and conducting targeted 
counterterror operations. A phased re-
deployment of our troops would begin 
no later than October 1, 2007, with a 
goal of removing all combat forces by 
April 1, 2008, except for those carrying 
out security, training, and counter-
terror operations. This bill holds the 
Iraqi government accountable by set-
ting benchmarks that must be met for 
security, political reconciliation, and 
improving the lives of the Iraqi people. 
It is no longer acceptable for this Ad-
ministration to set arbitrary bench-
marks that have no consequences at-
tached to it. It is time for the Iraqi 
government and regional leaders to 
work together to promote democracy 
in Iraq. It is time for the United States 
to take the necessary steps that illus-
trates our willingness to relinquish 
control and allow the Iraqi government 
and the Iraqi people to control their 
own destiny. And it is time for the 
Iraqi people to set their own path to 
victory and democracy. 

The American people and more im-
portantly, our servicemembers and 
their families, deserve to have the ad-
ministration define our mission in 
Iraq. The President must also give a 
clear directive to the Iraqi government 
that it must demonstrate the will to 
overcome the civil unrest that is tak-
ing control of their country. Unfortu-
nately, the President has indicated 
that he will veto this important legis-
lation. By vetoing this legislation, this 
administration is sending the wrong 
message. It is preventing our troops 
from receiving the funds they need to 
continue their mission in Iraq and Af-

ghanistan. It is preventing victims of 
Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita 
from rebuilding their lives and farmers 
and ranchers from receiving relief due 
to severe drought and agricultural dis-
asters. Moreover, it is preventing our 
veterans from receiving the health care 
and benefits that they deserve. 

It is time for this administration, 
this President, to lead us out of the 
morass in Iraq. This legislation sends 
the right message to our servicemem-
bers, to the Iraqi government and its 
people, and to the American people. I 
urge the President to do the right 
thing and enact H.R. 1591, the U.S. 
Troop Readiness, Veterans’ Care, 
Katrina Recovery, and Iraq Account-
ability Appropriations Act, 2007. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, today I 
will vote for the Iraq-Afghanistan 
emergency supplemental bill. I believe 
that this bill supports our troops, our 
veterans and their families, and should 
be signed by the President. 

But first I would like to say that as 
we continue the debate on this legisla-
tion and on the best way forward in 
Iraq, I come to the floor today with 
two key principles in mind. 

One, we should honor the bravery and 
courage of our troops. America’s finest 
men and women have done an extraor-
dinary job—too often without the need-
ed equipment and support. But hon-
oring our troops means more than just 
singing their praise. It means making 
sure that every American in Iraq is 
adequately trained and equipped; it 
means guaranteeing every veteran ac-
cess to all available benefits and serv-
ices; and it means setting a policy that 
is as wise as our soldiers are brave. 

And two, we should work to heal the 
deep divisions which this war has 
caused at home. Not since Vietnam has 
the American public been so divided. I 
am concerned that the bitterness and 
the harshness of the debate clouds good 
judgment on the future direction in 
Iraq. 

It is important for us to remember 
that, no matter how contentious this 
debate may become, every Senator 
shares the same goal: peace and sta-
bility in the Middle East and a safe re-
turn home for our troops. While we 
may disagree on the best path to that 
end, we must continue to work to-
gether for a constructive change in our 
policy. It is important to remember 
what binds us together—so that we will 
not be torn too far apart. 

I would now like to comment on the 
bill before us today. 

Specifically, the bill includes: More 
than $100 billion for our troops on the 
ground in Iraq and Afghanistan; more 
than $5 billion to help ensure that our 
veterans and their families can receive 
the health care they need and deserve 
when they return home; nearly $7 bil-
lion to rebuild the gulf coast and help 
the victims of Hurricanes Katrina and 
Rita so that they can finally rebuild 
their homes, communities and liveli-
hoods; and $3.5 billion in disaster as-
sistance to help our farmers and ranch-

ers across the Nation recover from 7 
years of drought capped by this win-
ter’s devastating blizzards. 

The bill sends a direct message to the 
Iraqis that our military commitment is 
not open-ended. We hold the Iraqi gov-
ernment accountable through measur-
able and achievable benchmarks for se-
curity, political reconciliation and im-
proving the lives of ordinary Iraqis. 

The bill also launches a new diplo-
matic, economic and political offensive 
and takes steps to begin to rebuild our 
military. 

Finally, it sets an April, 1, 2008, goal 
of redeploying U.S. troops not engaged 
in carrying out security, training and 
counterterror operations in Iraq. 

I support this new direction for Iraq. 
This new direction recognizes the re-
ality that success in Iraq is contingent 
upon a strategy of military, political 
and diplomatic progress. 

I am disappointed that the President 
has said he intends to veto this legisla-
tion. But I remain hopeful. I believe 
that we must continue to seek a new 
course in Iraq. I believe we can and 
should do that by achieving a bipar-
tisan consensus on the best path to 
success. 

I know most of my Republican col-
leagues do not support this bill. But I 
believe they sincerely want to join in 
finding a solution to the difficult prob-
lem that confronts us in Iraq. The Iraq 
Study Group provides a model for how 
we can work in good faith, across party 
lines. And I believe that the group’s 
recommendations can and should be 
our blueprint for a compromise that 
can gain broad support here in the Sen-
ate. 

So next week, I will be back on the 
floor to discuss with my colleagues 
how we can implement those rec-
ommendations, working with the 
President. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr President, this 
morning I had the honor of saluting 
members of the Maryland Army Na-
tional Guard as they departed to begin 
training for their upcoming deploy-
ment to Iraq. The 58th Brigade Combat 
Team, including the Headquarters 
Company from Pikesville, MD, the 1st 
Battalion of the 175th Infantry from 
Dundalk, MD, and the 1st Squadron of 
the 158th Cavalry Regiment, are leav-
ing their families and communities to 
answer our Nation’s call. As the Sen-
ator from Maryland and the Senator 
for Maryland, I have promised them 
that I will do everything I can to sup-
port them while they are on the battle-
field, help care for their families while 
they are gone, and ensure they have 
the medical care, education, and job 
training benefits they need when they 
return. 

I support the conference report on 
the fiscal year 2007 emergency supple-
mental appropriations bill because it 
will help us keep our promises to 
America’s citizen soldiers and their 
families. Unfortunately, President 
Bush continues to threaten to veto this 
bill. I hope it will not come to that. I 
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urge the President to work with this 
Congress to meet the pressing needs of 
our men and women in uniform. 

I support this emergency supple-
mental bill because it: Fully funds the 
needs of our warfighters on the battle-
field; adds $466 million to ensure vet-
erans get health care they need when 
they come home; and requires the 
President to immediately change our 
mission in Iraq; and sets the goal of 
bringing our troops home by no later 
than April 1, 2008. 

This bill states clearly that Congress 
and the American people will continue 
to support and protect our troops. Our 
troops must understand that Congress 
will never abandon them, not while 
they are fighting on the battlefield and 
not when they come home. The best 
way to support our troops is to bring 
them home—swiftly and safely. 

I am not new to this position. I never 
wanted to go to war in the first place. 
I was one of the 23 who voted against 
this war, 4 years ago, on October 11, 
2002. I opposed giving the President 
unilateral authority to launch a pre-
emptive attack. I said the United 
States had to exhaust our diplomatic 
options. I encouraged the administra-
tion to stick with the United Nations 
U.N., to let the U.N. meet its responsi-
bility to deal with the threat from Sad-
dam. The day of the vote, I said, we 
don’t know if we will be greeted with 
flowers or landmines. Well, now we 
know: When we got to Iraq, there were 
no weapons of mass destruction, but 
the destruction happened, and it hap-
pened fast. 

The United States went to war with 
Iraq, but today, we are at war within 
Iraq. Saddam is gone, but we are still 
there, mired in a civil war. No one 
could ask more of our troops. They are 
brave and courageous and have fought 
valiantly. And it is time to bring them 
home. 

We need a way forward in Iraq. The 
Iraq Study Group gives us 79 rec-
ommendations as a way to go forward, 
but the President has completely ig-
nored this report. Surely out of 79 rec-
ommendations, there are 50 we can 
agree on. The Iraq Study Group report 
calls for new and enhanced diplomatic 
and political efforts in Iraq and a 
change in the primary mission of U.S. 
forces in Iraq to enable the United 
States to begin to move our forces out 
of Iraq responsibly. It provides a direc-
tion for the U.S. and Iraqi Govern-
ments to follow that could lead to 
withdrawal of American forces by the 
first quarter of 2008. 

This is exactly the approach called 
for by this supplemental bill, which 
will have most of our troops out of Iraq 
by March 31, 2008. What are we voting 
for? This bill contains a binding resolu-
tion that directs the President to 
promptly transition the mission of U.S. 
forces in Iraq and begin a phased rede-
ployment within 120 days. It sets a goal 
of bringing U.S. combat forces home by 
April 1, 2008, except for a limited num-
ber of troops essential for force protec-

tion, training, and equipping Iraqi 
troops, and targeted counter terror op-
erations. 

This resolution also says success in 
Iraq depends on the Iraqi Government’s 
ability to meet important benchmarks, 
including the training and equipping of 
Iraqi security forces so they can con-
trol the capitol city of Baghdad; giving 
Iraqi military commanders the author-
ity to conduct operations without po-
litical interference; disarming sec-
tarian militias and ensuring that Iraqi 
security forces are loyal to Iraq’s Gov-
ernment; drafting and implementing 
legislation to ensure the equal division 
of Iraqi oil revenues; drafting and im-
plementing legislation to reform the 
debaathification process; implementing 
a fair process for amending the Iraqi 
constitution to ensure minority rights 
are protected; and implementing new 
rules to protect minority rights in the 
Iraqi Parliament. 

I support this Iraq resolution. It says 
what the Iraq Study Group has already 
told us: the problems in Iraq cannot be 
solved by the U.S. military—they re-
quire a political solution by the Iraqis 
and diplomatic engagement with Iraq’s 
neighbors. It says Congress and the 
American people will not only support 
the troops but continue to protect 
them as well. 

I want to end this war, and the reso-
lution in this bill will do just that. Yet 
in ending the war, it is my responsi-
bility as a Senator to ensure that our 
troops are brought home not only 
swiftly but safely. I will not vote to 
end funding for the pay that supports 
military spouses and children, body 
armor and armored humvees our troops 
need for survival, tourniquets and sur-
gical hospitals on the battlefield, jet 
fuel for the airplanes that take injured 
troops from Baghdad to Germany and 
then home, or the medical care they 
need when they get here. 

In the last few weeks, we have all 
been shocked and awed by the condi-
tions facing our wounded warriors. We 
know that more than 22,000 Purple 
Hearts have been awarded in Iraq. Yet 
our troops are being twice wounded. We 
know that acute care for our injured 
troops has been astounding, with his-
toric rates of survival from even the 
most brutal battlefield injuries. Yet, 
while we have saved their lives, we are 
failing to give them their life back. 
Outpatient care, facilities, social work, 
case workers, disability benefits—the 
whole system is dysfunctional. 

This supplemental includes an addi-
tional $20 million to improve condi-
tions at Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center and an additional $900 million 
for research and treatment of trau-
matic brain injury, post-traumatic 
stress disorder, and other physical and 
mental trauma. It also adds $466 mil-
lion for veterans’ health care, includ-
ing $53 million for new polytrauma fa-
cilities and services, $10 million for 100 
additional caseworkers to aid troops 
and their families as they transition 
from active duty, $25 million for pros-

thetic research and $120 million for 
mental health treatment. 

We know this is only a downpayment 
for our troops and veterans. We need to 
overhaul the disability benefits system 
that is outdated and adversarial. We 
need a better system for transitioning 
our troops from active duty to the Vet-
erans’ Administration, to ensure they 
get the health care, job training, and 
educational benefits they deserve. We 
need to hear the recommendations of 
the Dole-Shalala Commission on how 
to fix the problems in our military and 
veterans hospitals. And I look forward 
to working with Senator MURRAY, Sen-
ator LEVIN, and Senator INOUYE on a 
comprehensive reform package that 
will ensure our troops have the medical 
care they will need for the rest of their 
lives. 

This supplemental supports our 
troops, follows the will of the Amer-
ican people, and follows the advice of 
the Iraq Study Group. It is time to 
change our direction in Iraq and bring 
our forces home. Let’s send in the dip-
lomats and bring our troops home safe-
ly and soon. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I offer 
for the record, the Budget Committee’s 
official scoring of the conference report 
to H.R. 1591, making emergency supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2007. 

The conference report includes 
$124.153 billion in net, new discre-
tionary budget authority for 2007, of 
which $100.681 billion is for defense ac-
tivities and $23.472 billion is for non-
defense activities. The additional budg-
et authority will increase outlays by 
$31.935 billion in 2007. Of the total 
spending authority provided, H.R. 1591 
designates $124.789 billion in budget au-
thority as emergency spending, which 
will increase outlays by $31.926 billion. 

The conference report to H.R. 1591 is 
subject to several points of order. 
First, the conference report includes 
emergency funding that would cause 
the $86.3 billion cap on 2007 emergency 
funding to be exceeded. This cap was 
included in S. Con. Res. 83, the concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 2007, and was made applicable by 
the deeming resolution included in sec-
tion 7035 of P.L. 109–234. Funding above 
the cap counts against the subcommit-
tees’ allocations and would cause them 
to exceed their allocations. As a result, 
the conference report is subject to a 
point of order under 302(f) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act. Second, the 
small business tax relief provisions in-
cluded in the conference report reduce 
revenues by $4.465 billion over the 2006– 
2010 period. Because the Congress is 
over the revenue aggregates under the 
2006 budget resolution, the conference 
report is subject to a point of order 
under section 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act. It should be noted that the 
tax provisions are fully offset over the 
2007–2012 and 2007–2017 periods. Finally, 
the conference report is subject to a 
point of order under section 402 of H. 
Con. Res. 95, the concurrent resolution 
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on the budget for fiscal year 2006, for 
including a number of emergency des-
ignations for spending on nondefense 
activities. 

I commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee 
for bringing this legislation before the 
Senate. I ask unanimous consent that 
the table displaying the Budget Com-
mittee scoring of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HR. 1591, THE CONFERENCE REPORT TO H.R. 1591, MAK-
ING EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2007 

[Fiscal year 2007; $ millions] 

Defense Non-
defense Total 

Conference Report: 
Emergency: 

Budget Authority ................ $100,681 24,108 124,789 
Outlays ............................... 26,665 5,261 31,926 

Nonemergency: 
Budget Authority ................ 0 ¥636 ¥636 
Outlays ............................... 0 9 9 

Total: 
Budget Authority ....... 100,681 23,472 124,153 
Outlays ...................... 26,665 5,270 31,935 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is 
irresponsible for Congress to operate 
this way. 

With the provisions in this bill, Con-
gress is deserting our commitments to 
our military leaders and telling them 
that none of it matters, the war is over 
and your mission is done. Congress, 
with this bill, is reneging on the war 
and sending our men and women in 
uniform a demoralizing message. 

I am committed to giving our mili-
tary, led by General Petraeus, time and 
resources to try to calm Baghdad. 

I understand the deep national unrest 
over the course of the war. I do not 
support an open-ended commitment in 
Iraq. The Iraqi government must do 
more. 

But effectively abandoning our mili-
tary effort at this time poses a treach-
erous threat to the United States and 
the region. 

We should do right by our troops, 
give them the resources they need and 
work with the Iraqis toward solutions 
that will bring our Armed Forces home 
at an appropriate time. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, our sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines 
have performed valiantly in Iraq in the 
face of great adversity. The costs of 
this war have been great to them and 
our Nation. Over 3,300 brave American 
servicemembers have been killed in 
Iraq over 30 from my own State of Con-
necticut. 

To date, over $500 billion has been ap-
proved by Congress for military oper-
ations in Iraq and Afghanistan, not in-
cluding the $95.5 billion included in the 
conference agreement being debated 
today or the $141.7 billion in additional 
funding already requested by the ad-
ministration for fiscal year 2008. 

In addition, because of the war, our 
forces have been drained of critical 
combat gear and training time, adding 
another element to the costs of this 

war—our military’s combat readiness. 
Two-thirds of the Army in the United 
States and 88 percent of our National 
Guard are reporting ’not ready’ for 
duty, largely due to equipment and 
training shortfalls. 

Now, as we have entered the fifth 
year of the Iraq war, it is long past 
time for a course correction. Rather 
than continue abetting the administra-
tion’s efforts to escalate our entangle-
ment in Iraq’s civil war, it is time for 
Congress to assert itself and heed the 
American people’s call for change. 

The conference report before us 
today takes the first steps toward that 
change. While I wish it would have in-
cluded stronger language to imme-
diately begin withdrawing combat 
troops from Iraq and limiting the mis-
sion there to counterterrorism, train-
ing and equipping Iraqi troops and 
force protection for remaining U.S. 
personnel, it does for the first time set 
some new goals for this administration 
and the Iraqi Government that will 
mandate a change of course. For the 
first time it demands real account-
ability from the President to take ac-
tion to restore our military’s readiness 
which has been hollowed out as a result 
of his policies. And this bill finally pro-
vides critical resources for combat gear 
and protective equipment that the 
Bush-Cheney-Rumsfeld administration 
has consistently shortchanged in their 
budget proposals. 

Regrettably, as my colleagues know, 
the President has already said that he 
will refuse to sign this legislation into 
law. He has announced his intention to 
veto this bill because after 4 years of a 
disastrous war policy, escalating com-
bat deaths, and growing instability in 
the region, he insists that his is the 
only way. It is disheartening that 
President Bush does not see or will not 
admit that his policy in Iraq is a fail-
ure. 

In plowing ahead on the current 
course in Iraq, the President has re-
jected the advice of experts from across 
the political spectrum, from the Baker- 
Hamilton Report, and from members of 
Congress, all of whom have urged him 
to change the course in Iraq, to dimin-
ish our military footprint there, and to 
start a surge of diplomacy in the re-
gion. Like all my colleagues, I want to 
see success in Iraq. I wish that the 
President’s policies were working. I 
wish that U.S. combat forces were able 
to restore security to Baghdad and to 
other parts of Iraq. I wish that the 
President had not mismanaged this 
war from day one. I wish that we had 
deployed enough troops on the ground 
to secure the peace at the outset. I 
wish that Secretary Rumsfeld hadn’t 
run the Coalition Provisional Author-
ity like a staffing agency for Repub-
lican political operatives, displacing 
countless U.S. Foreign Service profes-
sionals in the beginning of the war. I 
wish we hadn’t disbanded the Iraqi 
Army and that we hadn’t allowed 
looting. And I wish that our surge of 
30,000 more men and women in uniform 

into Iraq could be successful in stabi-
lizing that country. 

But now is not the time for wishful 
thinking. Now is the time to address 
the real facts on the ground. This con-
flict cannot be resolved by increased 
military action. It requires a coherent, 
broad-based strategy to promote the 
political reconciliation necessary to se-
cure the future for Iraq. 

The bill before us begins that proc-
ess. If the President determines that 
the Iraqis are not making progress on 
key political, security, and economic 
benchmarks, then, under this legisla-
tion, the redeployment of American 
troops would begin this summer. If, on 
the other hand, the President deter-
mines that the Iraqis are complying 
with the benchmarks set forth in the 
legislation, then the redeployment of 
American forces would begin later in 
the fall of 2007. These reasonable and 
responsible timetables and benchmarks 
will force the President to change his 
strategy and will incentivize the Iraqi 
Government to take difficult but nec-
essary steps toward reconciliation, 
power sharing, and security. 

This bill also allows for a limited on-
going presence of U.S. forces in Iraq for 
the specific purposes of training and 
equipping reliable Iraqi security forces, 
carrying out counterterrorism oper-
ations within Iraq, and providing force 
protection, because we understand that 
these vital components will be nec-
essary to ensure a stable and secure 
Iraq even after our combat troops have 
been redeployed. Iraqis will continue to 
need some limited American assist-
ance, and it is in our and Iraq’s na-
tional interests for that limited sup-
port to continue. 

Exactly 1 day after President Bush 
disingenuously charged the Democratic 
Congress for causing what he called 
‘‘unacceptable’’ delays in troops re-
turning home, Secretary Gates an-
nounced that he was immediately ex-
tending the tour lengths of those units 
sent to Iraq to 15 months—3 months 
longer than before. In addition, 13,000 
National Guard troops from Arkansas, 
Indiana, Oklahoma, and Ohio, as well 
as other States, were recently told to 
prepare to be deployed to Iraq. 

As a result of 4 years of war in Iraq, 
our Army has been stretched to its 
breaking point. 

It is time to say, ‘‘enough is enough.’’ 
And with this supplemental bill, Con-
gress is taking a big step in that direc-
tion. This bill holds the President di-
rectly responsible for units being de-
ployed who are not ‘‘fully mission ca-
pable’’, by requiring him to waive re-
quirements that mandate that units 
fully restock their depleted equipment 
inventories and restore their mission 
readiness prior to deployment. It in-
cludes funding for critical equipment, 
including mine-resistant, ambush-pro-
tection vehicles which would dramati-
cally lower the number of injuries and 
casualties sustained by our troops. And 
it includes billions of dollars for health 
care for our wounded veterans, many of 
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whom return home with debilitating 
and life-altering injuries. They have 
sacrificed everything for this Nation, 
and at the very least we owe them the 
best health care available. 

Sadly, there is no magic formula for 
fixing the myriad problems in Iraq, as 
the Baker-Hamilton Commission right-
ly pointed out. But it is critical that 
Iraqis make progress on reconciliation 
and security and that the Government 
improves the living conditions of its 
citizens. Iraq’s neighbors and regional 
leaders must also play a role in finding 
such a solution. The United States and 
Iraq’s neighbors all have long-term in-
terests in the region, and a broken Iraq 
does not advance those interests. 

With this supplemental bill, Congress 
is offering the President an oppor-
tunity to change our course in Iraq, to 
listen and respond to the will of the 
American people, to support the men 
and women sacrificing their lives 
there, and to provide for a responsible 
change in strategy in Iraq. 

It is also vital that we make America 
more resilient here at home. This bill 
begins to do just that, in providing $325 
million to protect the millions of 
Americans who ride public transpor-
tation each day. 

Our Nation’s public transit systems 
are inadequately prepared to minimize 
the threat and impact of potential ter-
rorist attacks. Since the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001, the Federal 
Government has invested nearly $24 
billion in aviation security—protecting 
the 1.8 million people who fly on an av-
erage day. At the same time, our Na-
tional Government has invested only 
$386 million, before the 110th Congress 
began, in transit security to protect 
the 14 million people who ride transit 
on an average workday. Put another 
way, since 2001, our Nation has spent 
over $7.50 per passenger on aviation se-
curity but less than one penny per 
transit rider on transit security. I am 
not suggesting that we ought to be in-
vesting equally, but clearly this is not 
the appropriate balance. 

As chairman of the Senate Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee, 
I have made improving our national se-
curity a top priority. The very first 
hearing that I held as chairman fo-
cused on increasing the security of our 
Nation’s 14 million daily transit pas-
sengers. The very first legislation that 
the committee considered during my 
chairmanship was the Public Transpor-
tation Terrorism Prevention Act of 
2007, which was reported by the Bank-
ing Committee unanimously on Feb-
ruary 8. The legislation authorizes the 
distribution of $3.5 billion in security 
funds, over the next 3 fiscal years, on 
the basis of risk directly to transit 
agencies. 

The Public Transportation Terrorism 
Prevention Act of 2007 was included as 
title XV of the 9/11 bill, which the Sen-
ate passed on March 13. Senator 
SHELBY and I worked with Senator 
BYRD and Senator COCHRAN to include 
language in the legislation to allow for 

such sums as necessary to be appro-
priated in this fiscal year to address 
the critical needs of our Nation’s tran-
sit systems. The $325 million included 
in this appropriations act is a signifi-
cant investment toward our goal of 
better securing our Nation’s rail and 
transit systems. This investment 
builds on the $175 million that was in-
cluded in the fiscal year 2007 con-
tinuing resolution. I once again thank 
all of the members of the Banking and 
Appropriations Committees who have 
worked so hard to advance us to where 
we are today. 

This bill also continues congressional 
efforts to help the citizens of Mis-
sissippi and Louisiana rebuild their 
lives after the catastrophic effects of 
Hurricane Katrina by including more 
than $1.3 billion to fund flood and 
storm damage reduction projects in af-
fected areas. 

Finally, I want to take a few brief 
moments to discuss the minimum wage 
increase provision included in this bill. 
It has been nearly 10 years since mil-
lions of hard-working men and women 
have seen their wages go up. During 
that time, inflation has eroded the pur-
chasing power of families being paid 
the minimum wage. In fact, the real 
value of the minimum wage has de-
clined $4 below what it was nearly 40 
years ago, in 1968. It is currently at its 
lowest inflation-adjusted level in more 
than 50 years. During the past 10 years, 
while the minimum wage remained un-
changed, the cost of housing, food, 
health care, education, transportation, 
and energy has increased. 

We cannot reduce poverty if we don’t 
tackle raising the minimum wage. It is 
simply outrageous that so many Amer-
icans live in poverty, and it is long 
overdue that we take action to reduce 
the inexcusable and unconscionably 
high levels of poverty in this country. 
The language of the Fair Minimum 
Wage Act, which is included in this 
bill, will provide a three-step increase 
in wages over 26 months from the cur-
rent level of $5.15 per hour to $7.25 per 
hour. This additional $4,400 per year 
would allow a low-income family of 
three to buy 8 months of rent, 15 
months of groceries, 19 months of utili-
ties, 20 months of childcare, or more 
than 24 months of health insurance. 

I urge the President to seize this op-
portunity to make America and Iraq 
stronger and safer. I sincerely hope he 
will reconsider his decision to veto this 
bill when it arrives on his desk. Such a 
veto would be an affirmation of the 
status quo in America, a status which 
this Nation can simply no longer af-
ford. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the 
pending emergency supplemental ap-
propriations bill includes a number of 
items within the jurisdiction of the Fi-
nance Committee. I would have pre-
ferred that the Senate had considered 
these matters on legislation that the 
Finance Committee had reported. I be-
lieve in the committee process. In the 
future, I will try to minimize the occa-

sions on which Finance Committee leg-
islation travels on legislation reported 
by other committees. 

But the House of Representatives in-
cluded the minimum wage and small 
business tax provisions in the House- 
passed version of this supplemental ap-
propriations bill. So it was only appro-
priate that the full Senate respond. 
The Senate Appropriations Committee 
added matters related to health care, 
so it was only appropriate that the 
conference committee on this supple-
mental appropriations bill address 
those issues, as well. 

I appreciate that the conference com-
mittee on this supplemental appropria-
tions bill deferred to members of the 
Finance Committee in the formulation 
of these Finance Committee tax and 
health matters in the conference report 
on this bill. I particularly thank Chair-
man BYRD for his assistance in this re-
gard. 

Some have been concerned that an 
increase in the minimum wage would 
burden small businesses. Small busi-
nesses are a vital source of job cre-
ation, economic opportunity, and tech-
nological innovation. 

There are about 23 million small 
businesses in America. Businesses with 
fewer than 500 employees represent 
more than 99 percent of all businesses 
in America. They pay more than 45 per-
cent of American private payroll. They 
have generated 60 to 80 percent of net 
new jobs annually over the last decade. 
They employ 41 percent of high-tech 
workers. 

Small business is particularly impor-
tant in my home State of Montana. 
Small businesses are the backbone of 
our communities. 

We have the opportunity to help 
small businesses through tax incen-
tives that stimulate their rates of for-
mation and growth. That is why Chair-
man RANGEL and I worked together to 
combine the House and Senate small 
business tax packages to achieve a 
comprehensive small business tax 
package. 

This is a responsible package that 
will help small businesses in the con-
text of an increase in the Federal min-
imum wage. 

The nonpartisan Joint Committee on 
Taxation has made available to the 
public a technical explanation of the 
bill. The technical explanation ex-
presses the committee’s understanding 
and legislative intent behind this im-
portant legislation. 

The small business tax package pro-
vided a more than 3-year extension of 
the work opportunity tax credit, or 
WOTC. WOTC allows employers a tax 
credit for wages that they pay to eco-
nomically disadvantaged employees. 
The final small business tax package 
also expands WOTC to allow the credit 
for employers who hire disabled vet-
erans, a proposal that was part of both 
the Senate and House packages. The 
package includes the Senate’s proposed 
expansion to allow the credit for em-
ployers who hire employees in a county 
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that has suffered significant population 
loss. 

The small business tax package also 
includes a 1-year extension of section 
179 expensing. Section 179 allows small 
business owners to purchase and write 
off more equipment each year for use 
in their trade or business. Section 179 
expensing was included in both the 
Senate and House small business tax 
packages. The final small business tax 
package also increases the amount al-
lowed to be expensed in 2007 from 
$112,000 to $125,000, a proposal in the 
House version. 

Enhancement of the tip credit, fam-
ily business tax simplification, and 
waiver of limitations under the alter-
native minimum tax on WOTC and tip 
credits are three other House proposals 
included in the final small business tax 
package. 

Enhancement of the tip credit for 
certain small businesses will prevent a 
decrease in the amount of business tax 
credit that restaurant and other serv-
ice-oriented business owners may 
claim for the Social Security taxes 
that they pay on their employee’s tips 
despite an increase in the Federal min-
imum wage. 

The family business tax simplifica-
tion proposal ensures that when a mar-
ried couple jointly owns a small busi-
ness, both spouses will receive credit 
for paying Social Security and Medi-
care taxes. 

The waiver of individual and cor-
porate AMT limitations on WOTC and 
tip credits would allow business owners 
to take the WOTC and tip credits under 
AMT. 

The Senate’s S corporation package 
is also included in the final small busi-
ness tax package. The S corporation 
package includes several simplifica-
tions and modifications to rules gov-
erning community banks and other 
small businesses that operate as S cor-
porations. 

The small business tax package in-
cludes several tax incentives included 
in both the Senate and House small 
business tax packages to help recovery 
of small business and low-income hous-
ing in areas hit by Hurricanes Katrina, 
Rita, and Wilma. 

The small business tax package is a 
responsible package that is completely 
offset. The package includes offsets 
that were included in both the Senate 
and the House small business tax pack-
ages, such as modification to the inter-
est suspension rules for IRS and a pro-
posal to discourage the practice of 
transferring investments to one’s child 
for the purpose of avoiding higher tax 
rates. 

The package also includes modifica-
tions to the collection due process for 
employment taxes, an expansion of pre-
parer penalties, and a new penalty on 
erroneous refund claims. These offsets 
were part of the administration’s fiscal 
year 2008 budget proposal to improve 
tax compliance. 

The small business tax package does 
not include the Senate’s 15-year depre-

ciation proposal for improvements 
made to leaseholds, retailer-owned 
businesses, and restaurants. Nor does 
this final package include the Senate’s 
proposal to expand availability of the 
cash method of accounting. 

These proposals both have merit. 
They were included in the chairman’s 
mark when the Finance Committee 
wrote the Senate’s small business tax 
package. These proposals enjoy the 
support of many Senators, including 
Senators KERRY and SNOWE. But there 
simply was not enough room in a $4.8 
billion conference package to include 
the 15-year depreciation and cash 
method of accounting proposals, as 
they have a combined estimated 
pricetag of nearly $7.4 billion. But this 
will not be the last bill in which the 
Senate can address these important 
proposals. 

If and when the President vetoes this 
bill, and it comes back again, we need 
to preserve the integrity of this bal-
anced compromise. Congress should not 
litigate this tax package over again. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
package. 

This bill also accomplishes key ur-
gent health priorities. 

The bill includes emergency funding 
for the State Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program, or CHIP. This fiscal 
year, 14 States will run short in their 
Federal CHIP funds by a total of about 
$624 million. The Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that 700,000 children 
will lose CHIP coverage unless Con-
gress acts. 

This bill fills the gap in Federal CHIP 
funds. It ensures that all States can 
meet the demand for CHIP coverage for 
all those now eligible for coverage this 
year. 

I thank Chairman BYRD and Chair-
man HARKIN for their help on this pro-
vision. Keeping children from losing 
their health coverage is a critical na-
tional priority. I will work with my 
colleagues to ensure that the final sup-
plemental bill includes this provision. 

Another provision originally offered 
by Senator DURBIN puts a 1-year hold 
on rulemaking relating to Medicaid 
payment rates for public hospitals and 
nursing homes. In January, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
proposed a rule that would make 
sweeping changes to reimbursement 
rates for public facilities. The rule also 
proposed major changes to how States 
can define which governmental facili-
ties can pay a State’s Medicaid share. 

The Nation’s Governors have weighed 
in against the Medicaid rule, as have 
many hospitals and nursing homes. 
They are concerned that this rule 
would do immediate harm to our Na-
tion’s safety net by cutting Medicaid 
reimbursement for publicly owned fa-
cilities that serve our most vulnerable 
citizens. 

I am concerned this rule goes too far 
in implementing new policy, making 
changes that are better made by Con-
gress. 

It is Congress’s job to make major 
changes to the law. A 1-year morato-

rium will give the Finance Committee 
enough time to study this issue and de-
termine the right approach in legisla-
tion to limit opportunities for fraud 
and abuse of Medicaid, while pro-
tecting the vulnerable individuals and 
vital safety net providers who rely on 
Medicaid payments. 

Some have raised concerns about the 
original Durbin amendment morato-
rium. They said that it should not have 
been included in an appropriations bill 
and that it could undermine oversight 
of Medicaid at the Department of 
Health and Human Services. I agree 
that we should keep Finance Com-
mittee issues within the committee. In 
this case, however, the Department is 
poised to act before July of this year. 
We need to take action now, before it is 
too late. 

I also agree that protecting against 
fraud and abuse in Medicaid is a pri-
ority. Not one taxpayer dollar should 
be misspent. That is why the revised 
version of this amendment clarifies 
that the moratorium has no affect on 
all other Medicaid integrity enforce-
ment activity at the Department of 
Health and Human Services. 

This final version also removes the 
increase in the Medicaid prescription 
drug rebate that was used to offset the 
cost and replaces it with other Med-
icaid policies that will save Federal 
dollars. The new version includes pro-
visions that will lower the incidence of 
fraud in Medicaid drug prescribing and 
preserve access to affordable prescrip-
tions for 100,000 seniors covered by Wis-
consin’s Pharmacy Plus program. 

I think this is the right approach. It 
provides a shorter moratorium that al-
lows the Finance Committee to act and 
preserves oversight on fraud and abuse 
at the Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

I will work with Senator DURBIN and 
members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee to ensure that this version 
stays in the final bill. 

Once again, I thank Chairman BYRD 
for his help in reaching this good out-
come. And I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation. 

RETAIL IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to followup on the comments 
Chairman BAUCUS made about the de-
preciation of retail improvements and 
engage in a colloquy with Senators 
SNOWE and BAUCUS. Under current law, 
improvements made to rented retail 
property are depreciated over 15 years. 
Improvements made to owned property 
are depreciated over 39 years. The cur-
rent tax treatment of improvements to 
retail property results in an inequity. 
There is no justification to treat these 
improvements differently for tax pur-
poses based on whether the property is 
owned or rented. Unfortunately, this 
provision was not included in the small 
business tax package. 

Ms. SNOWE. I join Senator KERRY in 
my disappointment that this provision 
that would benefit retail operations 
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like Greenacres Kennel Shop in Ban-
gor, ME, was not included in the con-
ference agreement of the supplemental 
appropriations bill. The provision 
originated from legislation, S. 271, that 
I introduced with Senators LINCOLN, 
HUTCHISON, and KERRY to provide relief 
and equity to our Nation’s 1.5 million 
retail establishments, most of which 
have less than five employees. This bill 
will simply conform the Tax Code to 
the realities that retailers on Main 
Street face. Despite the fact that small 
businesses are the real job-creators in 
our Nation’s economy, the current tax 
system is placing an entirely unreason-
able burden on them when trying to 
satisfy their tax obligations. What is 
most troubling is that companies that 
employ fewer than 20 employees spend 
nearly $1,304 per employee in tax com-
pliance costs, an amount that is nearly 
67 percent more than larger firms. As a 
result, I was most pleased when the 
chairman and ranking member in-
cluded this modest proposal as part of 
the small business tax relief package. 
Unfortunately, the provision did not 
survive conference negotiations with 
the House. 

Mr. KERRY. I agree with the com-
ments made by Senator SNOWE, and we 
have heard first hand how important 
this provision is to small businesses. 
During the January Finance Com-
mittee hearing on small business tax 
issues, Mr. Dave Ratner, owner of 
Dave’s Soda and Pet City of western 
Massachusetts, testified about the need 
for retail owners to be able to depre-
ciate improvements over 15 years in-
stead of 39 years. He eloquently ex-
plained why owners and renters should 
be treated in the same manner and how 
difficult it is for small businesses to 
compete with large retail chains. Sen-
ator SNOWE and I would like to work 
with you to address this inequity. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I under-
stand and share the concerns expressed 
by Senator KERRY and Senator SNOWE. 
I agree that owners and renters should 
receive the same tax treatment for im-
provements. 

There are many small businesses in 
Montana in which the owners would 
like to make improvements. And this 
provision would be extremely helpful. 

Just this week, I received an e-mail 
message from Scott Brown, the owner 
of The Base Camp in Helena, MT. Scott 
told me how this provision would help 
him and other Montana retailers to be 
more competitive. 

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues to find additional opportuni-
ties to address this important provi-
sion. 

Mr. KERRY. I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with you on this im-
portant provision which helps small 
businesses. We need to provide equal 
tax treatment for depreciated property 
regardless of whether it is owned or 
rented. 

Ms. SNOWE. I concur with Senator 
KERRY and appreciate his support for 
this proposal that simply would bring 

equity between retail operations. 
Frankly, this provision should have 
been included when Congress first ex-
tended accelerated depreciation for 
leasehold improvements. This is not a 
new provision but, rather, it simply 
perfects current law. Though dis-
appointed by the absence of the provi-
sion in the conference agreement, I ap-
preciate the chairman’s commitment 
to this issue and hope he will continue 
to work with Senator KERRY and me, 
as well as the other cosponsors of S. 
271, to see that the provision receives 
full and fair consideration as the proc-
ess to finally enact small business re-
lief continues to move forward 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent in the order that 
has already been placed, following Sen-
ator KENNEDY, Senator ISAKSON be rec-
ognized, and then the following Sen-
ators be recognized on our side, alter-
nating with Republicans, for 4 minutes 
each Senator: CARDIN, MENENDEZ, 
WEBB, SCHUMER, FEINSTEIN, JACK REED, 
and Senator INOUYE. 

Mr. INHOFE. Parliamentary inquiry, 
please: I ask the Senator from Wash-
ington, that takes place after the Sen-
ator from Illinois and I are recognized, 
is that correct? 

Mrs. MURRAY. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The assistant majority leader is rec-

ognized. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a 

war which never should have started 
and on this President’s watch may 
never end. But the face of this war is 
not the face of President George W. 
Bush, nor is it the face of any Member 
of Congress. The face of this war can be 
found in the grief of children, wives, 
mothers, in 3,333 homes across America 
where a folded American flag and fad-
ing photograph are daily reminders of a 
fallen soldier. 

The face of this war can be found in 
a hospital room in the Midwest where a 
22-year-old soldier sits in a wheelchair. 
When you walk in the room he notices 
you and watches you, but he cannot 
speak. He is a victim of traumatic 
brain injury, the signature injury of 
this war. His powers of communication 
are very limited. We hope that will 
change, but it may not. 

Seated next to this 22-year-old sol-
dier in the hospital room is a 21-year- 
old wife, holding the picture of a 2- 
year-old daughter. For 10—20—30—or 40 
years, this may be his life and her life. 
The face of this war can be found in 
hundreds of counseling sessions that 
are now treating thousands of soldiers 
who returned, haunted by the demons 
of this war or fighting post-traumatic 
stress disorder. The face of this war 
can be found in the wives and mothers 
at home, anxiously awaiting the return 
of their soldier, paying the bills, caring 
for the kids, hoping their marriage will 
survive. 

Today we send the President a 
chance to change the course of this 

war, a chance to finally demand ac-
countability from the Iraqis, and a 
chance to honor our great men and 
women in uniform by bringing them 
home in an orderly, sensible, safe way. 

When the President receives this bill 
early next week, I hope he will ask 
himself some basic questions. How 
many lives? How many wounds? How 
many soldiers must America sacrifice, 
waiting for the Iraqis to accept their 
responsibility? 

Time and again the Iraqis have failed 
to shoulder the burden of leadership. 
They have set their own timetables and 
deadlines to finally bring political 
order to their country, and have failed 
time and time and time again. Instead 
of being held to the task of governing 
their own country, some in this Gov-
ernment make excuses and say let’s 
send in some more soldiers and buy 
them some more time. As the Iraqis 
fail, brave Americans fall—victims of 
IEDs, victims of car bombs, victims of 
a civil war that has its roots in an Is-
lamic battle that has gone on for 14 
centuries; victims of Iraqi politicians 
who delay making the hard political 
decisions which might bring stability 
to their country. 

The law we send the President will 
give him a chance to start anew, an op-
portunity to finally accept change—a 
moment in history where he can accept 
the reality of this grim and deterio-
rating war in Iraq. 

The President has already predicted 
he is going to take this bill and veto it. 
But we hope there will be 1 moment— 
1 moment of prayerful reflection before 
he puts that pen to paper. In that mo-
ment, if he closes his eyes in prayer, I 
hope he sees the faces I have spoken of, 
of these fallen soldiers, of these bat-
tered warriors, of these men and 
women and families who have given 
more than we can ever ask of anyone in 
this country, and I hope he will realize, 
with that pen in his hand, he can honor 
them, honor this country, and bring 
this war to an end. 

I reserve the remainder of my time 
and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is 
very difficult for me to believe some of 
the things I am actually hearing right 
now. In fact, I don’t believe them after 
General Petraeus has made such a fine 
presentation to us. There are a few 
things in the closed session that we 
cannot talk about, but I have taken 
those out. The things we can talk 
about—in answer to a question, you 
said: Can you talk about some of the 
positive things that have happened? 

He is talking about Anbar. I am now 
quoting: Anbar has gone from being as-
sessed as being lost to a situation that 
now is quite heartening because of the 
decision by a number of Sunni Arab 
tribes to join the fight against al- 
Qaida; the reduction of sectarian mur-
ders in Baghdad, that is down by ap-
proximately a third; progress in Anbar 
is almost something that is breath-
taking—the killing of the security 
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Amir of al-Qaida in eastern Anbar 
Province; the detention of the Khazali 
network; we have picked up the 
Shabani network head in Iraq. That is 
the explosively-formed projectile ele-
ment in Iraq that gets them from oth-
ers in Iraq, these are the explosively- 
formed projectiles. 

It goes on and on. He talks about the 
progress in Ramadi. 

My only wish is that so many of 
those who are detractors would have 
had the opportunity and had taken the 
opportunity to go and spend the time 
in the area of operations, in the whole 
area out there. But I can recall so 
many things that people just are not 
aware of here. 

I remember being in Tikrit. Tikrit is 
where they had the Iraqi security 
forces building that was blown up. 
Forty of them were either—these are 
Iraqi security trainees—40 either were 
killed or were injured so that they 
would not be able to go back to the 
fields. You know, the families—you do 
not hear about this—of all 40 of these 
supplied the one who had died with an-
other member of the family. In other 
words, they have this commitment 
that is so strong. 

I asked the general yesterday, I said: 
Are you still getting the family sup-
port that I witnessed when I was over 
there? 

He said: It is even stronger now. They 
are lined up and talking about it. 

The Iraqi security forces in 
Fallujah—now, that was a great experi-
ence that I had, having the honor of 
being there during two of their elec-
tions. The Iraqi security forces go out 
and vote the day before the rest of the 
public votes for two reasons: one, so 
they can provide security for the public 
when they vote, and the second reason 
is that they go out there knowing that 
is the risky time. They are willing to 
risk their lives, and several of them in 
the Fallujah area died just in the proc-
ess of voting. 

I remember sitting down with the 
general—his name is General Mahdi— 
and he was one, I have to say—he was 
the brigade commander for Saddam 
Hussein. He hated Americans. He was 
the one who said—when they came in 
there after the fall of Saddam Hus-
sein—he was still the brigade com-
mander for the Iraqis until the marines 
came to Fallujah and started training 
with the Iraqi security forces. He made 
the statement—he said: We became so 
close to the marines—this is the gen-
eral who had been Saddam Hussein’s 
brigade commander. He said: We be-
came so close to the marines that when 
they rotated out, we got together and 
we all cried. 

We went from there on up, flew in a 
Black Hawk, and the easiest way to get 
around there is to fly low and fast over 
the Triangle, only to see the little kids 
down there waving American flags. I 
just wonder, if something like this is 
passed and we are telling all of those 
kids down there and we are telling the 
Iraqi security forces that are doing so 

well right now in their advanced train-
ing, that they are now on the point of 
these invasions that are taking place, 
the defenses that are taking place all 
throughout Iraq, that we are saying 
that we are the cut-and-run guys, we 
built up your hopes, we now see an im-
proved Iraq, we see hospitals are 
opened, we see manufacturers that are 
making clothing, we see girls who are 
going to school when this has never 
happened in the history of Iraq, we 
have seen all of this progress, but we 
are going to dump on you now. 

So I just hope that we can stand back 
from the politics and do the right thing 
and get a good resolution—defeat this 
bill, get it vetoed, get a good resolution 
so we can finish what we started and 
give General Petraeus a chance to fin-
ish what he has started so successfully. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 

the Chair notify me when I have 15 sec-
onds remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will notify the Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first 
of all, I wish to congratulate our 
Democratic leader for his bold and de-
cisive leadership and his determination 
to bring our troops home from Iraq in 
an orderly, responsible, and safe way. 
Those who are disparaging him are en-
gaged in nothing more than a ploy to 
change the focus of the debate. 

HARRY REID is an effective and capa-
ble leader. What the American people 
and our soldiers in Iraq need is new 
leadership from the White House and a 
new policy in Iraq that requires the 
Iraqis to take responsibilities and our 
troops to begin to come home. 

A timeline for the withdrawal of 
combat troops is the only realistic way 
to encourage the Iraqis to take respon-
sibility for their future. The Bush ad-
ministration supported deadlines for 
three Iraqi elections and for writing of 
the Constitution as part of its strategy 
to ensure that Iraqis would make es-
sential decisions. Yet the administra-
tion remains emphatically opposed to 
any timeline for the withdrawal of our 
military. The administration should 
follow the logic of its past action and 
embrace, rather than reject, a 
timeline. It should stop defying the 
will of the American people who want 
to bring our troops home to the heroes’ 
welcome they have earned. 

The President is wrong to threaten 
to veto this legislation, he was wrong 
to get us into this war, wrong to con-
duct it so poorly, wrong to ignore the 
views of the American people, and 
wrong to accuse those of us who are 
working to change course as harming 
our troops. Now he is wrong to threat-
en to veto this bill, delaying funds and 
keeping our troops in a civil war with 
no end in sight to our commitment. In-
stead, President Bush should be listen-
ing to the American people and work-
ing with Congress to bring this tragic 
war to an end. 

Instead of continuing to defy the will 
of the American people and Congress 
by threatening to veto the legislation, 
he should be putting the Iraqis on no-
tice. He must make it clear to the Iraqi 
Government that it is time for them to 
take responsibility for their country 
and resolve their political differences. 
The American military will not police 
Iraq’s civil war indefinitely. It is time 
to end the loss of American lives and to 
begin to bring our soldiers home. For 
the sake of our troops, we cannot re-
peat the mistakes of Vietnam and 
allow this to drag on long after the 
American people know it is a mistake. 

We have Presidents who make mis-
takes. President Johnson was wrong in 
escalating in Vietnam. President Nixon 
was wrong to continue that escalation, 
and we saw the loss of 58,000 American 
lives. Presidents make mistakes. 

This President has made this mis-
take. The American people were right 
in Vietnam and brought that war to an 
end, and the American people are right 
now. No one in the administration can 
tell the American people in good faith 
and in good conscience that we are 
making progress in Iraq. Iraq is sliding 
deeper into civil war, and our military 
cannot solve their problems. It is time 
the President listen to the Iraq Study 
Group, the Congress, and the American 
people and work with us to bring our 
troops home. 

Mr. President, yesterday the United 
Nations issued a progress report on the 
progress of violence in Iraq. I ask unan-
imous consent that sections of that re-
port be printed at the appropriate place 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY 
1. The Government of Iraq continued to 

face immense security challenges in the face 
of growing violence and armed opposition to 
its authority and the rapidly worsening hu-
manitarian crisis. A number of large-scale 
insurgency attacks had devastating effects 
on both the civilian population and Iraqi law 
enforcement personnel, and continued to 
claim lives among Multinational Force 
(MNF) personnel. Civilian casualties of the 
daily violence between January and March 
remained high, concentrated in and around 
Baghdad. Violent deaths were also a regular 
feature of several other cities in the 
governorates of Nineveh, Salahuddin, Diyala 
and Babel. The implementation of the Iraqi- 
led Baghdad Security Plan (Khittat Fardh 
al-Qanun) on 14 February saw an increase in 
Iraqi and MNF troop levels and checkpoints 
on the streets of Baghdad, expanded curfew 
hours and intensified security operations and 
raids. The challenge facing the Government 
of Iraq is not limited to addressing the level 
of violence in the country, but the longer 
term maintenance of stability and security 
in an environment characterized by impu-
nity and a breakdown in law and order. In 
this context, the intimidation of a large seg-
ment of the Iraqi population, among them 
professional groups and law enforcement per-
sonnel, and political interference in the af-
fairs of the judiciary, were rife and in need of 
urgent attention. 

2. In its previous reports on the human 
rights situation in Iraq, UNAMI regularly 
cited the Iraqi Government’s official data, 
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including the Ministry of Higher Education’s 
statistics on killings among academics and 
the Ministry of Interior’s statistics on 
killings among police officers. It is therefore 
a matter of regret that the Iraqi Government 
did not provide UNAMI access to the Min-
istry of Health’s overall mortality figures for 
this reporting period. UNAMI emphasizes 
again the utmost need for the Iraqi Govern-
ment to operate in a transparent manner, 
and does not accept the government’s sug-
gestion that UNAMI used the mortality fig-
ures in an inappropriate fashion. 

3. Evidence which cannot be numerically 
substantiated in this report nonetheless 
show that the high level of violence contin-
ued throughout the reporting period, attrib-
utable to large-scale indiscriminate killings 
and targeted assassinations perpetrated by 
insurgency groups, militias and other armed 
groups. In February and March, sectarian vi-
olence claimed the lives of large numbers of 
civilians, including women and children, in 
both Shi’a and Sunni neighborhoods. One of 
the most devastating attacks occurred on 3 
February when a truck packed with a ton of 
explosives detonated, killing an estimated 
135 people and injuring 339 others in a busy 
market in the predominantly Shi’a district 
of al-Sadriyya of Baghdad. While govern-
ment officials claimed an initial drop in the 
number of killings in the latter half of Feb-
ruary following the launch of the Baghdad 
Security Plan, the number of reported cas-
ualties rose again in March. 

4. In its previous reports, UNAMI expressed 
its concern that many Baghdad neighbor-
hoods had become divided along Sunni and 
Shi’a lines and were increasingly controlled 
by armed groups purporting to act as protec-
tors and defenders of these areas. Efforts to 
find a long-term and durable solution to 
mass displacement will necessitate a rever-
sal of this trend, enabling civilians to return 
to their homes safely and voluntarily. Ac-
cording to figures from the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), 
an estimated 736,422 persons were forced to 
flee their homes due to sectarian violence 
and military operations since the bombing of 
the al-Askari shrine in Samarra’ on 22 Feb-
ruary 2006. Of these, more than 200,000 were 
displaced since December 2006. Together with 
1.2 million IDPs displaced prior to 22 Feb-
ruary 2006, they are in need of continuous as-
sistance, including shelter and improved ac-
cess to the Public Distribution System 
(PDS). Additionally, Palestinian refugees re-
siding in several neighborhoods in Baghdad 
continued to be victims of the deteriorating 
security situation. According to a Pales-
tinian human rights organization and other 
Palestinian sources, 198 Palestinians were 
killed in targeted assassinations or attacks 
on their residential compounds since 4 April 
2003. Many Palestinians responded to con-
tinuing threats and attacks by leaving their 
homes and seeking refuge in camps along the 
Iraq-Syria border. 

5. UNAMI notes again the serious trend of 
growing intolerance towards minorities, 
whose representatives continued to lodge 
complaints about discrimination, intimida-
tion and individual targeting on religious 
and political grounds. The 2005 Iraqi Con-
stitution protects the ‘‘religious freedoms’’ 
of all of its citizens. Of equal concern are on-
going attempts to suppress freedom of ex-
pression through tighter control of the 
broadcast media and printed press. UNAMI 
noted several incidents of harassment, legal 
action and intimidation against journalists 
addressing issues of corruption and mis-
management of public services in the Region 
of Kurdistan. Across the country, attacks 
against journalists and media outlets contin-
ued, resulting in a high number of casualties 
among media workers. 

6. UNAMI remained concerned at the ap-
parent lack of judicial guarantees in the 
handling of suspects arrested in the context 
of the Baghdad Security Plan. While in his 
public statements Prime Minister Nouri al- 
Maliki pledged that the government would 
respect human rights and ensure due process 
within a reasonable time for those under ar-
rest, there were no references to any mecha-
nisms for monitoring the conduct of arrest-
ing and detaining officials. The new emer-
gency procedures announced on 13 February 
contained no explicit measures guaranteeing 
minimum due process rights. Rather, they 
authorized arrests without warrants and the 
interrogation of suspects without placing a 
time limit on how long they could be held in 
pre-trial detention. The use of torture and 
other inhumane treatment in detention cen-
ters under the authority of the Ministry of 
Interior and the Ministry of Defense con-
tinues to be of utmost concern. UNAMI re- 
emphasizes the urgent need to establish an 
effective tracking mechanism to account for 
the location and treatment of all detainees 
from the point of arrest. 

7. During this reporting period, UNAMI 
further expanded its monitoring and report-
ing activities in the three northern 
governorates under the authority of the 
Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), 
where the security situation remained sta-
ble. Infringements to freedom of expression, 
including press and media freedoms, were of 
serious concern. Equally serious was the 
lack of due process with regard to detainees 
held by Kurdish security forces (Asayish), 
the majority on suspicion of involvement in 
acts of terrorism and other serious crimes. 
Hundreds have been held for prolonged peri-
ods without referral to an investigative 
judge or charges brought against them. 
UNAMI also noted the absence of serious 
measures by the KRG authorities to address 
the growing level of violence against women, 
including prompt investigations and crimi-
nal prosecution of perpetrators. 

‘‘Civilian casualties of the daily violence 
between January and March remained high 
concentrated in and around Baghdad.’’ [page 
3 of U.N. report.] 

‘‘By late February, government officials 
announced that the number of such killings 
had decreased, which they attributed to the 
success of the Baghdad Security Plan. De-
spite this announced decrease, the number of 
victims was nevertheless high, with up to 25 
bodies still being found on some days during 
this period in Baghdad. March again wit-
nessed a rise in the number of casualties, 
with reports of large number of bodies found 
in Baghdad, al-Ramadi, al-Hilla, Kirkuk, 
Mosul, Khalis, Tikrit and Himreen.’’ [page 8 
of U.N. report.] 

‘‘Despite reports from Iraqis in late Feb-
ruary that security had somewhat improved, 
there were a series of indiscriminate attacks 
targeting civilians, and the rate of 
kidnappings remained high.’’ [page 7 of U.N. 
report.] 

Large-scale suicide and car bomb attacks 
were carried out between January and 
March, with several incidents claiming the 
lives of more than 50 people each [page 6 of 
U.N. report]. 

According to the U.N. High Commissioner 
for Refugees, more than 200,000 Iraqis have 
been displaced since last December. [page 4 
of U.N. report.] 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased that this conference re-
port includes the minimum wage bill. 
After 10 long years, we will finally be 
able to send a minimum wage increase 
to the President. It’s long overdue, and 
it’s yet another reason why the Presi-
dent should sign this important bill. 

The minimum wage bill passed the 
House and Senate by overwhelming 
margins in January and February of 
this year. Under it, minimum wage 
workers will get a raise of $2.10 per 
hour. Those who work full time will 
earn an additional $4,400 a year. 

That’s enough to pay for utilities 
that might otherwise be shut off, to 
put gas in the car so you can get to 
work, or to pay for after-school care 
for a son or daughter who might other-
wise be left home alone. 

In many ways, including the min-
imum wage increase in this bill on Iraq 
couldn’t be more appropriate. The min-
imum wage represents the values our 
troops are fighting for—basic fairness. 
It’s about what we stand for as a Na-
tion. 

Americans believe that hard work 
should help you build a better life for 
your family. They believe that a job 
should keep you out of poverty, not 
force you to live in poverty. 

Our troops are away fighting to pro-
vide a better future for the people of 
Iraq. We’d like to think that our men 
and women in uniform don’t have to 
worry about the economic security of 
their families here at home. But many 
of our fighting forces have husbands or 
wives back at home who are struggling 
to make ends meet. 

Ten percent of military spouses earn 
between $5.15 and $7.25 per hour. 50,000 
military families will benefit from an 
increase in the minimum wage to $7.25 
per hour. Our troops are overseas put-
ting their lives on the line for their 
country, and we should provide fair op-
portunities for their spouses who are 
working hard here at home. 

I hope we can provide these fami-
lies—and all other struggling families 
across the country—with the fair 
wages they deserve as soon as possible. 
I hope the President will do the right 
thing for our troops and for America’s 
minimum wage workers by signing this 
important bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, at the 
beginning of my remarks, I wish to as-
sociate my remarks with the Senator 
from Connecticut, Mr. LIEBERMAN. I 
think his point-by-point rebuttals to 
previous declarations were appropriate 
and were right on point. 

I will not talk long, but I rise to ex-
plain precisely why I will vote against 
this supplemental. In fact, there are a 
number of reasons I will vote against 
it—140,000 reasons are the men and 
women deployed right now on behalf of 
the United States of America and the 
civilized world. 

It is right for the Senate to debate 
this war. It is right for us to ask ques-
tions. But it is wrong to hold hostage 
the money that supports those troops. 
We should separate the money from the 
debate. We should never hold hostage 
the money for our troops who are, on 
order of the President of the United 
States, defending our country and what 
we stand for. 
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There are almost 3,300 reasons I will 

vote no; that is, the sacrifices that 
have already been made on behalf of 
the United States of America, those 
troops who have fought and those who 
have given the ultimate sacrifice, 
troops like Diego Rincon, the first sol-
dier from Georgia to die in Iraq, and 
LT Noah Harris, a famous Georgian 
who sacrificed his life as well. I have 
known those families. I have gone to 
those services. I understand the sac-
rifice, and I know how they feel of the 
pride of their sons who fought on be-
half of this noble cause. 

There are six additional reasons—my 
grandchildren. This is the ultimate war 
between good and evil. This is but one 
battle in a war that will determine the 
future security of the world. Make no 
mistake, there have been mistakes 
made, but it would be a horrible mis-
take to not confront terror or the 
agents of terror, because if we do, they 
have won. 

Unlike any other war ever fought by 
the United States, we are fighting a 
group of people who don’t want what 
we have, they don’t want us to have 
what we have: the Bill of Rights; the 
right for me to express myself and Sen-
ator KENNEDY to do the same without 
fear or without cowering; the right for 
the press to call it as they see it; the 
right to worship as you see fit; the 
right to bear arms. The 10 basic rights 
of the Bill of Rights are precisely what 
they want to take away, not only from 
us but from the rest of the world. 

Terrorists want us to cower in fear 
and want to run the world based on 
that principle. To pass a supplemental 
appropriations bill that couches the 
support of our troops based on arbi-
trary deadlines that only serve to ben-
efit the very people we fight is just 
plain wrong. 

I relish debate of this war every day 
on the floor and hope we will continue. 
The way you avoid making mistakes in 
the future is debating those things 
which have happened in the past. But 
it would be the worst of mistakes to 
withhold funding from our troops or 
condition it upon arbitrary deadlines 
and circumstances in another country, 
at another time, at another place. 

Mr. President, I end my remarks by 
thanking those brave men and women 
who have sacrificed and those who are 
sacrificing now and the families of 
those troops, many of them families 
who live in my State of Georgia. I will 
vote for the supplemental appropria-
tions of our troops unconditionally and 
separate our debate of other issues to 
another document. But I will not sup-
port holding hostage our troops or 
their money. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, 21⁄2 hours 
ago, along with Senator MIKULSKI, I at-
tended a mobilization ceremony for 
members of the Maryland National 
Guard who are being deployed to Iraq. 

All Marylanders are proud of the serv-
ice of our members of the National 
Guard who have been called up and 
have served in Iraq and Afghanistan 
and are now being called up. It was an 
emotional morning as these soldiers 
said goodbye to their families. 

I can tell you, they are ready. They 
are ready to serve our country. They 
will serve with great distinction. I told 
our soldiers and their families I would 
do everything I could as a Senator to 
make sure they had all of the resources 
so they can carry out the mission that 
has been assigned to them as safely and 
as effectively as possible. That is one 
reason I will vote for this conference 
report. I told their families I would do 
everything I could to help support 
their needs and to support the needs of 
military families around this Nation 
and to support the needs of veterans 
around this Nation, to take care of 
their support services, including their 
health care needs. That is another rea-
son I will be voting for this conference 
report. 

We need a change in our mission in 
Iraq so our soldiers can achieve a mis-
sion that is in the best interest of this 
country. That is another reason I am 
supporting this conference report. It 
spells out a mission that is in the best 
interest of this Nation and can be 
achieved. We need to change our role in 
Iraq. We need to get our soldiers out of 
the middle of a civil war, to focus on 
the war against terror, to help the 
Iraqi people take care of their own 
needs, to bring our troops home. That 
is another reason I will be supporting 
this conference report. 

We need measurable and achievable 
benchmarks for the Iraqi Government 
so they can secure their own country 
to undertake political reconciliation 
and to provide basic needs for ordinary 
Iraqi citizens, another reason I will be 
supporting this conference report. 

We need a political framework to in-
clude all the Iraqi stakeholders in 
order to provide a political answer to 
the problems of that country, another 
reason I support this conference report. 

The President of the United States 
has threatened a veto. That would only 
delay the delivery of much needed 
funds to our forces, delay a change in 
direction in Iraq, and undermine the 
need for political reform in Iraq itself. 
We have our responsibility. Our first 
responsibility is to act and to pass this 
supplemental appropriations bill. 

I urge colleagues to support this ap-
propriation. It is in the best interest of 
the country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, a lot 
has been said about this bill. Let’s get 
the facts straight before we cast a vote. 
This administration has said: If you 
vote for this bill, you don’t support the 
troops. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. This bill is the ultimate defi-
nition of supporting the troops. The 

truth is, a ‘‘yes’’ vote ensures our 
troops are equipped and prepared to de-
fend themselves, moves them out of an-
other country’s civil war, and provides 
health care that has been lacking for 
those who return home injured. This is 
not about surrender, this is about our 
best chance for success. 

A vote against this $124 billion spend-
ing bill is a vote against the $100 bil-
lion for our troops in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. A vote against this bill is a vote 
against a billion-dollar increase to get 
desperately needed equipment to our 
National Guard and Reserve who fight 
abroad and protect us at home. A vote 
against this bill is a vote against $3 bil-
lion for the purchase of 8,500 mine-re-
sistant, ambush-protected vehicles to 
protect our soldiers from deadly road-
side bombs. A vote against this bill is 
a vote against nearly $3 billion to help 
reform an overburdened veterans 
health system struggling to take care 
of our returning wounded. A vote 
against this bill is a vote against $900 
million to research and treat 
posttraumatic stress disorder and trau-
matic brain injuries, two of the most 
critical issues facing wounded soldiers. 
A vote against this bill is a vote 
against more than $650 million in emer-
gency funding for children’s health 
care coverage. Without this funding, 
we are closing our doctors’ doors to our 
Nation’s children. A vote against this 
bill is a vote against $6.9 billion for the 
victims of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
who are still struggling to rebuild their 
homes and their lives more than a year 
after the storms hit. 

A vote against this bill is a vote 
against allowing States to have strong-
er standards to protect chemical secu-
rity plants. A vote against this bill is a 
vote against over $2 billion in home-
land security initiatives, including 
mass transit, port security, and other 
measures that passed in the 9/11 bill in 
the Senate. 

Quite frankly, I don’t have faith in 
President Bush’s escalation, a plan 
with benchmarks but no real con-
sequences. I have said again and again, 
benchmarks without consequences are 
just aspirations. We have seen count-
less misguided plans from this adminis-
tration, but the Iraqis have never been 
held accountable. 

We were told that by the end of 2006 
a provincial election law would be ap-
proved. That benchmark has not been 
met. We were told the Iraqis would ap-
prove a law for debaathification, but 
that benchmark has not been met. We 
were told the Iraqis would create a law 
to help restrain sectarian militias. 
That benchmark has not been met. We 
were told that Iraqis would establish a 
law to regulate the oil industry and 
share revenues, but that benchmark 
has not been met. We were told that by 
March the Iraqi Government was sup-
posed to hold a referendum on con-
stitutional amendments, but that 
benchmark has not been met. 

Time and time again, the Iraqi Gov-
ernment has fallen short, and time and 
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again this administration has looked 
the other way, basing their plans on 
the hope that the Iraqi Government 
will step up. 

Continuing this failed policy in Iraq 
based on the mere hope that things will 
improve is not good enough. The bro-
ken promises must stop. 

Some on the other side of the aisle 
point out that the President is the 
Commander in Chief. I remind my 
friends that the Constitution puts the 
Congress in charge of appropriating 
funds. Congress has the power, the 
right, and the obligation to make sure 
we spend the taxpayers’ money wisely. 
What we are saying today with this bill 
is no more blank check for the Iraq 
war. 

This bill sends a strong message to 
the Iraqis that it is their responsibility 
to take control of their own country 
and that our involvement in Iraq is not 
indefinite. As Thomas Friedman has 
written: It is time to decide ‘‘we will 
no longer play host to a war where we 
are everyone’s protector and target.’’ 

We must put in motion a plan to 
bring a responsible end to this war. I 
urge all colleagues to vote for the sup-
plemental, a vote that takes care of 
our troops, a vote to responsibly bring 
our troops home, and a vote for a new 
direction in Iraq and here at home. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
title of this bill, ‘‘The U.S. Troop Read-
iness, Veterans’ Health, and Iraq Ac-
countability Act,’’ doesn’t say much 
for the contents of this legislation be-
cause it has gone way beyond that with 
a lot of material that has nothing to do 
with the title. The Finance Committee 
matters definitely don’t fit into this 
bill. 

As the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, Senator 
BYRD has said on so many occasions 
the Founding Fathers vested the great 
power of the purse in the Congress. 
Likewise, the other great power, the 
power to raise taxes, is vested in Con-
gress. The power of the purse, appro-
priations, is our power. We are directly 
accountable to our constituents for our 
spending actions. In that vein, I deeply 
respect the deep traditions of the Ap-
propriations Committee. 

As former chairman and now ranking 
member of the Finance Committee, I 
also deeply respect the division of 
power. The power to tax is our power as 
a committee, and we are directly ac-
countable to our constituents for our 
taxing actions. We should mix the ju-
risdiction of the two great money com-
mittees—Finance and Appropriations— 
rarely, if at all. It should only occur if 
at all when the senior members of the 
tax writing and appropriations com-
mittees agree. Mixing tax writing and 
appropriations jurisdiction should not 
occur. As a leadership power play, 
those kinds of actions demean the com-
mittees. 

Fortunately, the leadership respected 
this division of jurisdiction between 

the tax writers and appropriators over 
the last 6 years. Unfortunately, early 
on in the tenure of this new Demo-
cratic majority and their leadership, 
we have seen a dramatically different 
course of action for purely partisan 
reasons. 

The Democratic leadership inserted 
into this sensitive supplemental appro-
priations bill two major matters that 
involve Finance Committee jurisdic-
tion. So the first lesson we have 
learned is that the line between the tax 
writing committee jurisdiction and ap-
propriations jurisdiction will not be ob-
served. That will only undermine each 
committee and break down the com-
mittee process. The second lesson is 
the ‘‘I told you so.’’ Shortly after the 
Senate acted on the minimum wage 
and small business tax relief bill, I said 
I had learned something from the 
Democratic leadership, as they were in 
the minority over the last 6 years. It 
was a lesson the Democrats taught us 
while they were in the minority. That 
lesson is, get a preconference agree-
ment. Put another way, if you are in 
the Senate minority, as we are now, 
don’t agree to a conference unless you 
secure an agreement for fair treatment 
in advance. That is something that 
worked well for the Democrats while 
they were in the minority, something 
we ought to have learned, and we have 
learned. 

Now let me say I appreciate all the 
consultation and courtesy that Chair-
man BAUCUS has given me. He worked 
with me and I worked with him to get 
the minimum wage, small business tax 
relief bill through the committee. But 
the composition of the final package 
that is before us is heavily weighted to-
ward an extension and modification of 
the work opportunity tax credit—and I 
support that credit—and the benefits of 
that policy are delayed. Small busi-
nesses need tax relief to be in sync 
with the time of the minimum wage 
kicking in. Both of these outcomes do 
not reflect a proportionate agreement 
between the House and Senate bills. 
The arbitrary ceiling on the amount of 
tax relief was not a fair balance. This 
agreement confirms that a 
preconference process—learning that 
from the Democratic minority of the 
last 4 years—is necessary to ensure 
that a conference agreement will re-
flect the priorities of both bodies. I will 
reiterate my point to the Republican 
leadership again on that. This process 
proves that we need a preconference 
agreement before agreeing to go to 
conference in the first place. 

Now I will return to the substance of 
the deal, Mr. President. I am hearing 
from a lot of small business folks who 
are going to be paying the minimum 
wage. They want to retain their cur-
rent workforces, hey have to look to 
the bottome line. They are very dis-
appointed that the arbitrary $5 billion 
limit meant that important tax relief 
measures were tossed out. I am refer-
ring to a simplification of the cash 
method of accounting. That proposal 

would cut down on a lot of paperwork 
small businesses currently have to do. 
I’m also referring to faster deprecia-
tion rules for new restaurant buildings, 
and I am referring to faster deprecia-
tion rules for retailers and owner-fi-
nanced building improvements. All of 
these proposals would help with the 
coming cash crunch that these small 
businesses will be facing. 

I am not hearing from a lot of the big 
business folks who were targeted by 
the loophole closers and antitax shelter 
measures. Because of House opposition 
and fealty to the $5 billion number, 
those reasonable revenue raisers were 
tossed out the window. 

This was a missed opportunity. It 
was a missed opportunity for a Con-
gress that started with a supposed re-
form mission to send a message to K 
Street in DC and Wall Street in New 
York City. That message would’ve been 
simple. Don’t engage in tax shelters 
like the so-called ‘‘SILO’’ transactions. 
Don’t move your company head-
quarters offshore to minimize your 
American tax responsibilities like the 
so-called ‘‘inversion’’ transactions. For 
high-paid CEOS, don’t rely too much 
on non-qualified deferred compensation 
arrangements. Nope, you can kiss that 
opportunity goodbye. 

When it came to the small business 
tax relief package, K Street and Wall 
Street big business won and Main 
Street small business lost. Not a good 
outcome. Hopefully, once this bill is 
vetoed and we return to the minimum 
wage/small business tax relief package, 
Main Street small business will come 
out on top. 

Now I am going to turn to the other 
Finance Committee material in this 
time-sensitive appropriations bill. I am 
referring to Medicaid proposals in the 
conference agreement. There is a provi-
sion in the conference agreement that 
would prevent CMS from implementing 
the cost-limitation rule. 

Certainly, a one-year moratorium is 
an improvement over the two-year 
moratorium that was in the bill as 
passed by the Senate, but the language 
in the bill still encourages states to 
push the envelope on payment 
schemes. 

If CMS gets a waiver or state plan 
amendment that has authority to do 
with the rule, I don’t think CMS has 
the authority to turn it down. Neither 
does CMS. 

And after trying to work it out with 
the sponsors of the provision for the 
last couple of weeks, I don’t think they 
want CMS to have any authority ei-
ther. 

Why? This is a provision written for 
the benefit of a special interests so 
they can avoid real scrutiny of their fi-
nancing arrangements. 

This provision will encourage states 
to offer payment schemes that CMS 
has previously disallowed as being in-
appropriate. 

It will encourage litigation if CMS 
tries to assert that they do still main-
tain jurisdiction. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5144 April 26, 2007 
This is just bad public policy. 
The inspector general has inves-

tigated and reported to congress on 
why there are problems in the areas 
the rule addresses. 

We have not had the first hearing on 
why the rule doesn’t work and must be 
stopped. 

This is a tremendous mistake and 
should not be in the bill. 

The way that this provision is paid 
for is equally noxious. 

The extension of the Wisconsin phar-
macy plus waiver is an unnecessary 
earmark. Every State but Wisconsin 
has changed their pharmacy assistance 
program as the MMA required. 

But why hasn’t Wisconsin? It’s very 
simple. They want the Federal dollars 
that Medicaid provides and the rebates 
they get from drug companies. 

That it is an earmark is bad. But the 
way the language is written is really 
offensive. The language is written in a 
way that games Medicaid’s budget neu-
trality test. It’s written to guarantee 
that it appears to save money. 

The reality is that Wisconsin will be 
providing many poor seniors with less 
of a benefit than they could get 
through part d. Wisconsin charges 
greater cost-sharing than Medicare for 
low income seniors. 

It truly is another missed oppor-
tunity. They could have paid for this 
with a provision we would have gladly 
supported. 

But again, the special interest won 
out. We could have struck a provision 
that the House Rules Committee stuck 
in the tax bill in the middle of the 
night last December that creates an 
unfair advantage for certain private 
fee-for-service Medicare Advantage 
plans. 

Senator Baucus and I thought this 
was terrible policy, we said so on the 
floor, and have wanted to change it. 
Plans based in Illinois and Nevada are 
among the plans it advantages most. 
So for some reason, striking the provi-
sion didn’t make it into the bill. It’s a 
corporate giveaway that should be 
eliminated. 

Legislating to prevent CMS from 
cleaning up intergovernmental trans-
fers scams on this appropriation bill 
sets a bad precedent. That is clear. It’s 
legislation on Medicaid and, that is a 
basic part of the jurisdiction of the Fi-
nance Committee. 

If the Senate proceeds in this man-
ner, then nothing then would prevent 
the Senate legislating changes on other 
Medicaid and Medicare issues on appro-
priation bills without the benefit of 
hearings or committee action on those 
subjects. 

Invading the Medicaid and Medicare 
jurisdiction of the Finance Committee 
is a mistake. 

It is almost impossible to cope with 
Medicaid and Medicare legislation on 
appropriation bills. These are complex 
issues that are best dealt with by the 
committee of jurisdiction. 

This bill is going to be vetoed. The 
Appropriations Committee will return 

to its work to fund the troops in the 
field. We ought to focus on that. On 
minimum wage/small business tax re-
lief, we need to go to regular order. 
Let’s arrive at a pre-conference agree-
ment on the House and Senate bills and 
go to conference and hash it out with a 
real conference. Unlike this situation, 
the chairmen and ranking members of 
both tax writing committees should be 
conferees. In that setting, we can ar-
rive at a bipartisan agreement that 
passes the House, Senate, and be signed 
by the President. On the Medicaid pro-
vision, it ought to be crafted by the 
committees of jurisdiction and incor-
porated in a vehicle controlled by those 
committees. 

After the veto, let’s get this right. I 
would ask the leadership to get out of 
the way of the tax writing committees 
and let us do our work on our schedule 
in line with our committees’ objec-
tives. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, there is a 
lot of emotion in the Congress today, 
as there is in the country, on this 
issue. There is a lot of rhetoric flying 
back and forth. Some of it is inac-
curate. The first thing we need to say 
is that this is not an issue of the Con-
gress denying anything to the people of 
the Armed Forces. We are exercising 
our constitutional power to appro-
priate. We are sending the President a 
$100 billion check. If he chooses not to 
cash that check, it is up to him to 
come up with the reasons why, not us. 

There is also a lot of rhetoric going 
around over the past couple of days 
about defeatism and surrender and ac-
cusations of betraying the troops. We 
need to calm down a bit. There is no 
one in this Congress who wants any-
thing more than to support those peo-
ple who have been put into harm’s way. 
I believe people should be very careful 
on this floor to discuss political moti-
vations of our military which reflect 
very closely the political views of the 
country at large. Poll after poll shows 
that. 

In respect to accusations about de-
featism and surrender, the question be-
comes: Defeat by whom and surrender 
to whom? We won this war 4 years ago. 
The question is, When do we end the 
occupation? Iraq has been in turmoil 
for thousands of years. It will be in tur-
moil of one kind or another long after 
we leave. The U.S. military is not 
going to change the societal makeup of 
Iraq. The Maliki government is not 
going to bring peace among Iraq’s com-
peting factions without the strong, 
over diplomatic cooperation of other 
countries in the region. Despite the 
rhetoric to the contrary, these other 
countries, all of them, do have an in-
centive in seeing a stable Iraq. 

This administration claims that our 
deciding to withdraw from the internal 
problems of Iraq will embolden the 
enemy. Then the question becomes: 

Just which enemy? Do they mean the 
enemy that attacked us on 9/11? We all 
know that was Osama bin Laden. He 
not only was not in Iraq, but he was op-
posed to the continuation of Saddam 
Hussein’s regime because it was a sec-
ular government. 

Do they mean Saddam Hussein, 
whose ouster was their justification for 
beginning this war? Do they mean the 
remnants of the old regime, which was 
their catch phrase when the occupation 
began? Do they mean al-Qaida? Let’s 
remember, there were no al-Qaida oper-
ations in Iraq before we invaded, and 
there will be very little motivation for 
al-Qaida to continue in Iraq once we 
have left. Not only that, but the Iraqis 
themselves are quite capable of stand-
ing up to al-Qaida without our help. 
They do not want al-Qaida in Iraq. 
That is why they are cooperating with 
our forces in Anbar Province right 
now. And they kept al-Qaida out of 
Iraq before we got there. Or do they 
mean what this administration contin-
ually calls the insurgency, as if there 
were a monolithic group of defeatable 
guerrilla forces? We keep hearing 
about this insurgency. Well, which 
one? The Sunnis? The Shia? Ask your-
selves again, against whom are the in-
surgents operating? Some are oper-
ating against us. Why? Because we are 
there and they want us to leave, as a 
vast majority of the Iraqis say in poll 
after poll. Some are operating against 
other ethnic factions in Iraq. But to 
what extent is that the responsibility 
of the United States military, to try to 
end ethnic rivalries that go back hun-
dreds of years? Or perhaps, as defined 
by this administration, we are talking 
about the factions within the factions 
that are busily trying to kill each 
other, just as the factions in Lebanon 
were trying to kill each other more 
than 20 years ago, when we put the ma-
rines in the middle of that violence. 

Some say our withdrawal from Iraq 
would create chaos in the region. I 
have long advocated a withdrawal that 
should be accomplished under the um-
brella of a strong diplomatic effort 
that involves regional cooperation. But 
I must regrettably say, for those of us 
who warned against invading Iraq and 
decapitating that existing Govern-
ment, the chaos the administration is 
now predicting is exactly the chaos 
their invasion has brought us in the 
first place—instability in the region, a 
loss of American prestige, a rise in the 
influence of Iran, an increase in ter-
rorist activity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 30 more sec-
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I wish to 
say I am very disappointed in some of 
the provisions in this report. I must 
say that candidly. At the same time, I 
believe, very strongly, the reservations 
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I have pale in comparison with my dis-
appointment in the failure of leader-
ship that has brought us into Iraq in 
the first place—a leadership that re-
fuses to find a suitable turning point 
which will bring us out. 

This administration must be con-
fronted. It must understand the Amer-
ican people have grown tired of this 
disastrous, one-dimensional approach 
to a crisis that demands innovative an-
swers. It is for that reason I support 
this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Utah is recognized 
for 8 minutes. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 
rise to speak on a question that con-
tinues to weigh rather heavily on my 
heart. I am reluctant to ask it since 
such a question would never have been 
asked, or even contemplated, by pre-
vious generations of Americans. But it 
is a question that now must be asked 
since it is central to our future: Do we, 
as Americans, have the resolve to see 
our commitments through? It is a 
question we must confront in a number 
of policy arenas that will directly af-
fect the way we, our children, and our 
grandchildren will live in this new cen-
tury. Do we have the resolve and the 
courage to meet our commitments and 
confront the looming crisis of Social 
Security? 

Do we have the resolve to balance 
our Nation’s budget? Do we have the 
resolve to endow our children with a 
proper education so they can master 
and push the limits of science, thereby 
providing our Nation the means to 
compete in an increasingly competitive 
world economy? 

However, at this point in our Na-
tion’s history, the crucial question 
concerning our resolve as a nation does 
not relate to matters of domestic pol-
icy. It relates to our commitments be-
yond our borders. It is the central and 
critical component in determining who 
will prevail in the global war on ter-
rorism. Will we, our coalition allies, 
the people of Iraq and their elected 
Government, emerge victorious? Or 
will we renounce and abdicate our com-
mitments and responsibilities to the 
Iraqi people—leaving them to a fate 
controlled by terrorists and leaving our 
future security as a nation in peril? 

Generations ago that, unto itself, 
would be a stain on the honor of this 
country; but these are different times. 

Turning our back now will only pro-
vide our enemies with a new base of op-
erations, and unlike Afghanistan, this 
base contains vast oil wealth. Imagine 
al-Qaida with billions of dollars to do 
with as Osama bin Laden wishes. I 
wonder what they will buy with all 
that money. Remember, shortly after 
the liberation of Kabul, there were nu-
merous media reports that al-Qaida 
was working on chemical weapons. 

So, with that in mind, I again ask: 
Do we have the resolve to see our com-
mitments through? 

As we seek to answer this question, I 
am reminded of events that occurred 

during the summer of 1940. The Nazi ar-
mies, seemingly invincible, had con-
quered Western Europe. France, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Denmark, Nor-
way, and Belgium had all fallen. 

The British Army, after its rescue 
from Dunkirk, no longer possessed suf-
ficient numbers of artillery and tanks 
to defend against the blitzkrieg. All 
that stood between Hitler and complete 
victory was the English Channel and 
650 fighters of the Royal Air Force. 

Then Hitler offered a deal. In ex-
change for a ‘‘free hand in Europe,’’ the 
Nazis would provide ‘‘guarantees’’ that 
they would not invade Great Britain. 

Despite the fact that the British 
Army lacked sufficient equipment to 
effectively repulse an invasion, Prime 
Minister Churchill resolved to keep his 
nation’s commitment to the people of 
Europe. He would not abandon them. 

His words, which I will paraphrase, 
still echo today: 

The Battle of France is over . . . the Battle 
of Britain is about to begin. Upon this battle 
depends the survival of . . . Western civiliza-
tion. . . .The whole fury and might of the 
enemy must very soon be turned on us. Hit-
ler knows that he will have to break us . . . 
or lose the war. If we can stand up to him, all 
Europe may be free. . . . But if we fail, then 
the whole world, including the United States 
. . . and all that we have known and cared 
for, will sink into the abyss of a new Dark 
Age made more sinister, and perhaps more 
protracted, by the lights of perverted 
science. Let us, therefore, brace ourselves to 
our duties and so bear ourselves that . . . 
men will say—This Was Their Finest Hour. 

This is the lesson that history teach-
es us: that resolution to see your com-
mitments through is what great states-
men and nations are made of—that 
peace and justice can only be restored 
through bold action. 

So what do my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle offer, knowing 
full well this lesson of history? In a 
word: defeat. In his own words, the 
Democratic leader said on the floor of 
the Senate, on April 19, the ‘‘war is 
lost.’’ To be fair, the leader did at-
tempt to temper his words by saying: 

As long as we follow the President’s path, 
the war is lost. But there is still a chance to 
change course and we must change course. 
No one wants us to succeed in the Middle 
East more than I do. But there must be a 
change of course. 

So what plan, or new course, does the 
Democratic leader or other Democrats 
offer? How can we, in his words, ‘‘suc-
ceed in the Middle East’’? 

His answer can be found in the con-
ference report to this bill. But I warn 
anyone who attempts to read this leg-
islation, first you must wade through 
billions in spending allocated to 
projects and programs that have noth-
ing to do with the war before you learn 
how our Democratic colleagues plan to 
‘‘succeed in the Middle East.’’ 

What is their plan for victory? Well, 
their legislation states that no matter 
what happens, the bulk of our forces 
will begin to withdraw after July 1, or 
if the President makes certain certifi-
cations, after October 1. 

So what is their strategy? I believe 
Winston Churchill would have charac-

terized the Democratic strategy as: 
guaranteed defeat. 

Is this resolve? 
Is this determination to see our com-

mitments through? 
No. 
This is the worst case of capitulation 

to appeasement since Neville Chamber-
lain spoke the words ‘‘peace in our 
time.’’ 

What is needed now is leadership. 
Now, at this critical moment in his-
tory, great nations need to follow 
Churchill’s advice, yet the Democrats 
offer us only Chamberlain’s. 

The Democratic leaders previously 
stated, in 2005: 

[A]s far as setting a timeline . . . that’s 
not a wise decision because it only empowers 
those who don’t want us there, and it doesn’t 
work well to do it. 

Wise and sound words. That was real 
leadership. Unfortunately, that was 
when the polls supported their position 
to stand firm. Now the Democratic 
leaders have reversed themselves be-
cause the polls have told them that is 
what they should do. 

Two days ago, during an interview on 
CNN, the Senator from Nevada was 
asked if he would believe the words of 
our new commander General Petraeus 
‘‘that there is progress going on in 
Iraq, that the so-called surge is work-
ing. Will you believe him when he says 
that?’’ 

What was his response? ‘‘No, I don’t 
believe him, because it’s not hap-
pening.’’ 

Now, I find this to be an incredible 
remark. Less than 3 months ago, the 
majority leader had joined a unani-
mous Senate and voted in favor of Gen-
eral Petraeus. But this was more than 
just another confirmation vote. The 
major subject of his confirmation hear-
ing and the subsequent debate on the 
Senate floor was the new strategy the 
general had outlined. 

So what is the new strategy? Simply 
put, General Petraeus is executing one 
of the tenets of a classic counterinsur-
gency strategy by providing and main-
taining security to the local population 
and neighborhoods in Baghdad. Only 
when this is achieved will the Iraqi 
Government be able to continually 
offer basic services such as clean water 
and electricity, which are the backbone 
of any modern society. 

This, in turn, creates conditions 
where the Iraqi people can begin to de-
velop a growing economy and where 
families feel safe to send their kids to 
school. As these goals are achieved, 
more and more of the population will 
desire even greater stability and will 
support and work toward creating Iraqi 
Government institutions and security 
services that maintain and enhance 
this new, secure environment. 

How is this different from the past? 
Previously, U.S. forces would clear an 
area of insurgents, but, unfortunately, 
soon thereafter, our forces would leave 
and the insurgents would return. Now, 
under General Petraeus’s plan, Amer-
ican and Iraqi security forces will 
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maintain security in the cleared neigh-
borhoods of Baghdad. To date, over 50 
security force units, based in what are 
called garrisons, can be found in the 
neighborhoods of the city, and even 
more are planned. 

That is why the additional forces 
that we are sending to Iraq are vital. It 
is not more for more’s sake, but to 
maintain a secure environment for the 
Iraqi people and to help them stand up 
for themselves. 

Based upon the briefing that the Sen-
ate received yesterday from General 
Petraeus, and information I have ex-
amined as a member of the Senate In-
telligence Committee, I can report that 
we are seeing signs of progress. 

Frankly, I believe the changes that 
have been made in the last 3 months 
are remarkable and need our full sup-
port, and it is readily apparent we do 
not yet have all the promised forces de-
ployed and in Iraq. 

So let us return to the question that 
I asked when I began my remarks: Do 
we, as Americans, have the resolve to 
see our commitments through? Or will 
we falter? 

That is what the vote on this con-
ference report will demonstrate. Will 
we stand with firm resolve behind our 
commitments and see our new strategy 
through? Or do we adopt a policy of ap-
peasement and hope that al-Qaida, and 
those who wish us harm and seek to de-
stroy the values that we hold so dear, 
do not follow us home to our country? 

What side of history do you wish to 
be on? Based on America’s history and 
our resolve that has seen us through so 
many difficulties in the past, I believe 
the American people do not want re-
treat, they want success and security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New York is recog-
nized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, we can do both: fund 
the troops and change our mission in 
Iraq. That is what this supplemental 
does, and we urge you, Mr. President, 
to look into your heart, reconsider, and 
sign it. 

The American people, bipartisan ma-
jorities in both Houses of Congress, 
military experts, and the Iraq Study 
Group all agree the only way to suc-
ceed is to change our mission. Only 
President Bush and his small band of 
advisers think we should stay the 
course. 

What is more, the President wrongly 
thinks the only way to support our 
troops is for everyone to rubberstamp 
his policies. That is not what the 
American people want. The American 
people want a change in mission. They 
want a new direction, not more of the 
same failed policies. 

I have talked to generals and to 
NCOs. They do not want us to 
rubberstamp the President’s policies. 
They want a debate because everyone 
knows the present direction is failing. 
Everyone knows we need a change of 

mission—except the President and his 
small group of advisers who are clus-
tered down there at 1600 Pennsylvania 
Avenue and refuse to listen—stub-
bornly refuse to listen—to the experts, 
to the American people, and to so 
many others. 

First, let me tell you what this sup-
plemental does. The first thing it does 
is fund our troops. It fully supports our 
troops. It allocates more dollars for 
them than the President has asked for. 

Second, it provides reasonable and 
meaningful guidelines to protect our 
troops by ensuring that all units that 
are sent overseas to fight are ready, 
trained, and equipped to fight. It will 
require the Department of Defense to 
adhere to its own guidelines to ensure 
that every unit that is deployed is 
‘‘fully mission capable.’’ 

Why would President Bush want to 
send our troops to Afghanistan and 
Iraq, into fierce battles, without the 
training and equipment needed to get 
the job done and come home safely? 
But when he says he will veto this bill, 
he will veto that provision. 

Third, this legislation shows both the 
United States and Iraq how to change 
the failing strategy. 

What has happened is simple. Our 
mission in Iraq has devolved so that 
most of what we do is patrol, police, 
and stand in the middle of a civil war. 
The Sunnis and the Shiites have hated 
each other for centuries. Their enmity 
goes way back. They will continue to 
not like each other, not work with 
each other, fight with each other long 
after we are gone—whether it is 3 
months or 3 years. Yet most of the 
time our troops—our brave men and 
women—are simply caught in the mid-
dle of a civil war. We have not chosen 
a side; we are just in the middle. 

The original purpose in Iraq was to 
fight terrorism. Our supplemental says, 
let’s go back to that original purpose: 
counterterrorism, as well as force pro-
tection, and training the Iraqis. But to 
continue to spend most of our time, ef-
fort, and lives—lives—patrolling a civil 
war makes no sense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 30 seconds. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator 30 additional seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, in 
conclusion, again, there is a simple an-
swer to our problems in Iraq, which is 
mission change. We can both support 
the troops and change the mission. 
That is what the American people 
want. That is what the experts tell us. 
I believe that is what most of our sol-
diers want. I urge support of this sup-
plemental and again urge the President 
to reconsider and sign it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri is recognized. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, our job in 

this body right now for all of us is to 

fight and win the war that radical 
Islam terrorists have declared upon us. 

As I see it, Congress has three 
choices. First, Congress can and should 
provide the money it needs to support 
the troops. That is the only proper 
choice. There is money in this supple-
mental for additional mine-resistant 
armored protection vehicles—vehicles 
the Army reports will reduce casualties 
by 70 percent. Each day this Congress 
neglects to fund the troops and pass a 
bill that can be signed into law is an 
additional day our troops are without 
that protection. 

Second, if you want to stop this war, 
Congress can vote to cut off funding. 
However, doing so would tell the troops 
that even though 77 Members of this 
body said we should fight this war to 
keep America safe, we would now be 
telling all of our brave men and women 
in Iraq, their families, and the families 
of those who gave their lives, we did 
not mean it, that we did not want to 
finish this job, and that when the going 
gets tough, America gets going—out. 
We will tell America we are no longer 
concerned about keeping our homeland 
safe from a new 9/11, about denying al- 
Qaida the safe haven it has declared it 
is seeking in Iraq to prepare for new at-
tacks on America. While that choice is 
deadly wrong, it is an honest choice 
under the constitutional power given 
to the Congress. 

Third, and most deplorable, Congress 
is delaying the funds by forcing vote 
after vote, while attempting to score 
political points, and trying to micro-
manage the war, even though war man-
agement is the President’s constitu-
tional responsibility. 

Most sadly, this is the course of ac-
tion the Democratic leadership has 
chosen—a course that will result in 
‘‘death by a thousand cuts.’’ 

Those who are attempting to end the 
war precipitously, politically, because 
they think it will score them seats in 
Congress or perhaps even the White 
House, are putting polls and politics 
ahead of our national security. Demo-
cratic leaders have stated they intend 
to pick up seats as a result of what 
they have referred to as a lost war. 
These comments were not just broad-
cast here in the United States; this 
talk about war loss was picked up and 
broadcast gleefully by al-Jazeera to 
our enemies and the world. 

The Los Angeles Times has reported 
a top House Democrat has said: Our 
goal is to keep giving them—Repub-
licans—votes on Iraq. 

The article goes on to say: 
Democratic strategists also believe that 

repeated votes on the war will allow the 
party to expand its congressional majorities 
in next year’s elections by continuing to link 
GOP lawmakers with the President and his 
war policies. 

I am sure our troops in the field ap-
preciate very much that some of the 
Democratic leadership are working to 
win the war—not the war against our 
sworn enemies blowing up our troops 
and killing Iraqi children who rely on 
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our protection but against fellow 
Americans in coming elections. Where 
is their strategy to win, to leave Iraq a 
stable and safe country? 

As I have said, the other side’s lead-
ership, by embracing a policy of re-
peated votes and delaying funding, is 
denying our troops the resources they 
need. Their enemy should be al-Qaida 
and its murderous insurgents, not the 
President and Republican opponents. 

Substituting Congress for General 
Petraeus’s leadership and telling him 
how to run a war from 8,000 miles away 
is a disaster. General Petraeus is exe-
cuting a new plan, a plan essentially 
recommended by the Baker-Hamilton 
Iraq Study Group, which last fall our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
said we should follow. But now even if 
some generals in Congress think they 
are smarter than General Petraeus and 
can devise in legislation a better plan, 
which I strongly doubt, I am very 
doubtful they can adjust that plan to 
conditions on the battlefield. This is a 
sad reflection of how vested the Demo-
cratic leaders are in defeat—defeat for 
President Bush but defeat for our 
troops and our safety in Iraq. 

Congress attempts to put artificial 
political timetables on the manage-
ment of the war and does nothing to 
accomplish the mission. The Baker- 
Hamilton commission explicitly re-
jected timetables for withdrawal, be-
cause they recognized—the bipartisan 
group recognized—it was a disaster, 
and many Democratic leaders have pre-
viously stated a legislative timetable, 
laying out this strategy in legislation, 
is absolutely unacceptable. What the 
political timetable does is give al- 
Qaida the encouragement and informa-
tion it needs to know when and where 
and how to attack our troops. 

This January, in open session, lead-
ers of our intelligence community 
came before the Senate Intelligence 
Committee to answer questions about 
establishing a political withdrawal and 
the consensus was alarming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. BOND. I understand I had 7 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator did. He is down to 1 minute. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the intel-
ligence community said withdrawing 
forces before we can provide security 
will result in chaos: more killing 
among Iraqis, an al-Qaida safe haven, 
and a possible regionwide declaration 
of war. 

We need a political solution in Iraq, 
not in Washington, to allow the leaders 
in the national unity government to 
come together, but to get that, we need 
to repel the terrorists, we need to re-
build the Iraqi security forces. What 
won’t help General Petraeus is direc-
tion from armchair generals in Con-
gress. 

What I would say to those who want 
to direct the war is: If you want to run 
it, you will own it. When a newly revi-
talized al-Qaida carries out a renewed 

9/11 scale attack, you will own that 
one, too. 

Mr. President, hundreds of thousands 
of soldiers and their families at home 
will remember that. I suggest we sup-
port our troops. 

As my colleagues know, I hail proud-
ly from the Show-Me-State. 

If all of the rhetoric in Washington 
about supporting the troops is true and 
I suspect it is, then I suggest that the 
Congress show our troops that we do 
support them, get them the funds and 
give them a chance to succeed. 

Comments like ‘‘The war is lost’’ do 
not help our troops, but they do em-
bolden the enemy. 

Our actions should inspire our troops 
and the millions of Iraqi citizens who 
actually trust that Americans will not 
embrace defeat. 

Our action should not be one that in-
spires al-Qaida and the murderous in-
surgents. 

We should not pass legislation that 
provides our enemy the clear path to 
their victory, a victory which some in 
this body have already awarded them. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator BOND for his remarks. As the 
senior Republican on the Intelligence 
Committee, I know he has knowledge 
and information and passion maybe 
some of the rest of us don’t have the 
benefit of. 

Mr. President, I rise today to oppose 
final passage of the emergency supple-
mental funding bill. 

It troubles me to oppose this bill be-
cause our troops need this money right 
now to continue operations in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, and around the globe. 

But there are so many things I find 
objectionable in this final bill that I 
cannot support it. 

The bill still includes over $21 billion 
in unrequested items—$425 million for 
rural schools, $3.5 billion for agricul-
tural assistance, and even an addi-
tional $910 million more than the 
President requested in FEMA disaster 
relief for communities impacted by 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

It is not that these programs are bad 
or wrong, because many of them 
aren’t—in fact, most of this assistance 
is very valid. We desperately need that 
FEMA money on the gulf coast to re-
pair our communities as many commu-
nities are still struggling to get back 
on their feet. 

But this is an emergency supple-
mental that is supposed to focus on the 
urgent needs of our military in fighting 
the war on terror. We should not be in-
cluding money for a multitude of re-
quirements that may be important, but 
are not urgent. 

I’m also very troubled that this bill 
micromanages the President’s ability 
and constitutional mandate to serve as
Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces. 

Through this bill, the Congress says 
to General Petraeus: ‘‘Thank you very 
much, General. We unanimously think 
that you’re the right man for the job— 
we just don’t believe you when you tell 

us what you need to do that job, or 
when you tell us how things are actu-
ally going on the ground.’’ 

It tells our enemies: Just wait a few 
months, and the place is yours.

It tells our friends: When the going 
gets tough, don’t count on America to 
stick around.

And it tells President Malaki: Good 
luck with that democracy and freedom 
thing you are working on. Let us know 
how it turns out. 

This is exactly the wrong message at 
the wrong time to send—not only to 
the terrorists in Iraq, but to terrorists 
and rogue states around the globe. 

The stakes only get higher from 
here. I’m convinced that surrender in 
Iraq will embolden these terrorists and 
ultimately threaten the security of our 
shores. 

Don’t get me wrong—I, too, want our 
servicemen and women to come home 
as soon as possible. I pray that not 1 
more American has to pay the ultimate 
price in this struggle. 

I agree that the Iraqi Government 
must step up to the plate as soon as 
possible, and take responsibility for 
the security of their county. 

I have always supported the estab-
lishment of benchmarks to ensure that 
expectations are clear, and progress 
against those expectations can be 
measured. 

What I don’t agree with is telling the 
President and the Generals on the 
ground how to do their job. 

But this bill is even worse then 
that—this bill is like a bait and switch: 
we’ll give the money today for oper-
ations in Iraq, but you need to come 
home tomorrow because we don’t sup-
port operations in Iraq. 

Which one is it? Do we support our 
troops and their mission, or not? 

If my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle want our troops to come home 
tomorrow, they can make that happen. 
It is easy. The Constitution of the 
United States gives the legislative 
branch the power of the purse. 

You can cut off money today—you 
can vote against this bill today. 

When you start marking up the fiscal 
year 2008 Defense appropriation, you 
can cut off Iraq funding there as well.

But what we have here is political 
theatre. This is a ‘‘do nothing’’ Con-
gress at its worst. 

The President has been very clear 
many times—he is going to veto this 
bill because of the withdrawal timeline 
and all the excess projects. And in the 
Congress, there will not be enough 
votes to overturn that veto. Then 
what? 

I guess we’ll get to talk about this 
matter again next week or the week 
after. But at some point, very soon, our 
inaction is going to cause some real 
harm—and I hope that the real harm 
doesn’t include the loss of more Amer-
ican lives around the world. 

If we can’t get moving and fund our 
troops with no strings attached, we are 
eventually going to impact the safety 
and capability of our military, not just 
in Iraq, but around the globe. 
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This should not be about the Presi-

dent. It should not be about the Con-
gress. This is about funds for our 
troops—the men and women in uni-
form—who are in Afghanistan and Iraq 
right now, doing the job they were di-
rected to do. They need this money. 
They need the equipment the money 
would provide to do the job, and that 
should be our focus. 

This funding was requested by the 
President on February 6, almost 3 
months ago, and through this political 
theater we are fixed to embark upon a 
vote we know will not become law, one 
that will surely be vetoed by the Presi-
dent. This legislation is dead before ar-
rival. Why don’t we acknowledge that 
and find a way to get the job done 
without delaying even more, forcing 
our military to move funds around, to 
borrow from Peter to pay for Paul. It 
will have a negative effect on our men 
and women in the Navy and the Air 
Force and the rest of the military. 

We could have turned this over to our 
senior members of the Appropriations 
Committee, my colleague from Mis-
sissippi and the other appropriators, 
including the Senator from Washington 
State, and said: Look, work through 
this. Let’s get something we can sup-
port in good conscience. 

There are more problems with this 
than just artificial deadlines. The $21 
billion in domestic spending was added 
beyond—I believe that is approxi-
mately right—what the President 
asked for. Some of it is needed and jus-
tified. I know my colleague from Mis-
sissippi and the Appropriations Com-
mittees on both sides of the aisle and 
on both sides of the Capitol could have 
worked through that and come up with 
a bill to get the job done. It is not that 
some of these adds are not good and 
justified. The President asked for funds 
for Katrina recovery, and I think 
maybe some funds have been added to 
that beyond what he asked for. This is 
important to me and my State, but I 
refuse to be trying to get funds that 
may be immediately needed for a dis-
aster on the back of our troops and to 
delay it even more. Surely there is a 
way we can come to an agreement on 
how to achieve this result. 

This is an emergency supplemental. 
Some of the things that have been 
added—not just money but language— 
don’t relate to an emergency domesti-
cally or in terms of what our troops 
need. That language should be strick-
en. We make grand speeches here on 
the floor about how we should not leg-
islate on appropriations, yet things 
have been added in a number of cat-
egories, not just the minimum wage 
and small business tax cuts that don’t 
get the job done. 

This is a classic case of micro-
management where the Congress is try-
ing to set dates. We have an alter-
native. If we want to use the power of 
the purse to stop the war on terror and 
our efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
vote no. Vote no. Vote against this. 
Don’t provide the troops the funds they 

need or any of this other money. If you 
want to do that, go right ahead. There 
is a procedure. But here we are trying 
to set ourselves up as the final judges. 

General Petraeus was here yesterday 
telling us what is going on. He was 
honest. He didn’t say it is perfect. 
There was a change in strategy. It is 
being implemented and carried for-
ward. We voted 100 percent for General 
Petraeus, and now we are saying: Oh, 
well, sorry about that, General. We are 
going to try to tell you when to do 
what, not wait until we get more re-
ports from you. Wait months, our en-
emies are told, and the place is yours. 
When the going gets tough, can you 
count on the Americans to see it 
through in a responsible way? This is 
the wrong message at the wrong time. 

Mr. President, I am an incurable op-
timist. Let’s get it done. Let’s let it go 
on through. The President will veto it. 
But next week, can we get together and 
do the right thing for our country and 
for our troops? I beg my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle. We have made 
our political points, our political state-
ments. Then let’s get our job done. 
Let’s do the right thing for America, 
not the right thing for Republicans or 
Democrats but the right thing for our 
troops. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on our side the 
Senator from Louisiana, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
be recognized; following her, going 
back and forth, then Senator FEINSTEIN 
for 4 minutes, and then Senator JACK 
REED for 4 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
have a book which is a poignant and 
wonderful account of life in Louisiana 
after the storms. It is called ‘‘1 Dead in 
Attic,’’ written by Chris Rose, a re-
porter for the Times Picayune. The 
title refers to the unique system for 
identifying what happened in people’s 
homes during the storm. The notation, 
sprayed on the wall for everyone to see, 
would explain whether there were pets 
or people or, in this case, someone no 
longer living. This symbol—this infor-
mation—remains spray painted on the 
sides of many houses to this day. 

In this book, Mr. Rose describes 2005: 
This was the year that defines our city, our 

lives, our destiny. Nothing comparable has 
ever happened in modem times in America, 
and there is no blueprint for how we do this. 
We just wing it. Do good works. Save some-
one or something. 

* * * 
If there was no New Orleans, America 

would just be a bunch of free people dying of 
boredom. 

A photographer for from England 
noted: 

I witnessed the destruction of one of the 
finest cities in America, her soul bared and 
exposed, her inequality and inefficiency laid 
out for all to see. And through it all I saw 
the grace, courage and dignity of her citi-
zens, forced to flee their homes, their lives, 
their history. I trust her soul will be re-
paired. 

I want to thank Chairman BYRD for 
his many courtesies and assistance in 
this bill. I also want to thank his staff 
for all of their hard work and long 
hours. I also want to thank Senator 
COCHRAN, who has done so much for the 
people of the gulf and who shares so 
much of the hard work on the recovery 
with me and the other gulf coast Sen-
ators. In fact, the entire Senate appro-
priations Committee—my fellow Sen-
ators and their staff—have been so sup-
portive of us through this process—and 
I thank them. 

There are many provisions that will 
help the ongoing recovery efforts in my 
state and along the rest of the gulf 
coast included in this bill. 

I intend to vote for this bill because 
it provides critical resources and re-
moves obstacles to the recovery of the 
gulf coast. In addition, the bill provides 
funding necessary to support our 
troops in Iraq. 

Hurricane Katrina hit the gulf coast 
in August of 2005 and Hurricane Rita 
followed on its heels just a few weeks 
later. While a great deal of time has 
passed, and a lot of progress has been 
made, this recovery will take many, 
many years. 

As you have heard me say on many 
occasions, the damage to the gulf coast 
is unimaginable. Sometimes I think 
that people forget just how unimagi-
nable the damage was. Mr. President, 
1,836 people were killed. To put this in 
perspective, this means that l out of 
every 3 people who work here in the 
Senate would have lost their lives 6008 
people work for the Senate. Mr. Presi-
dent, 650,000 people were displaced. It 
would be as if every single solitary per-
son in the District of Columbia were 
displaced from their homes and neigh-
borhood. 

Over 275,000 homes were damaged, 
with over 205,000 of those in Louisiana 
alone—again, this is the equivalent of 
every home in the District of Columbia 
being flooded, damaged, or destroyed, 
and 240,000 jobs were lost. Here in DC, 
we are lucky, there are more jobs than 
there are residents. However, were a 
similar disaster to strike DC., every 
other person employed in the District 
would have lost their job. Also, 875 
schools were destroyed and there was 
$82 billion in property damage. 

If you want to try an experiment at 
home, paint a chalk line at a point 3 
feet from the floor and imagine that 
everything below that line submerged 
in water. 

But we are coming back from that 
aweful year. It is a long, hard struggle 
but there are signs of hope. Our people 
are rebuilding their homes. There are 
now over 223,000 people living in Orle-
ans Parish—about 43 percent of the 
pre-storm population—and over 450,000 
in Jefferson. Our businesses are reopen-
ing. Visitors are returning. Our schools 
are rebuilding—better than before. We 
are creating a new health care system 
for the 21st century in Louisiana. 

However, much work remains. This 
bill will help so very much with those 
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ongoing efforts. I want to thank all of 
you for supporting these measures. 

Some out there have taken issue 
with this funding. This assistance to 
the gulf coast is not ‘‘extraneous’’. It is 
necessary. However, the President has 
called this spending ‘‘excessive non- 
emergency spending’’. This is simply 
untrue. 

This bill provides about $3 billion in 
additional direct aid to the gulf coast. 
We spend $8.6 billion per month in Iraq, 
which is $286 million per day. So, we 
are providing the people of the Gulf 
Coast with the equivalent of 10 days of 
the funding for the war. To date; we 
have spend $470 billion in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. In Iraq only, we have spent 
$379 billion. 

Mr. President, you tell Cameron Par-
ish where all 6 of their grade schools 
were closed until October 31, 2005 and 
62 percent of all school facilities were 
destroyed that their teachers don’t de-
serve a little extra money and that 
providing $30 million for bonuses and 
incentives for the grade schools in Mis-
sissippi and Louisiana is too much. 

You tell Dillard University, which 
had $115 million dollars in physical 
damage and lost $26 million in reve-
nues—which counts Ellis Marsalis and 
Reavis Ortiz among its alumni—whose 
campus is not far from the lower levee 
breach of the London Avenue Canal 
and which suffered extensive flood 
damage in the aftermath of Hurricane 
Katrina and whose main hall, Nelson 
Hall, was destroyed by a fire, during 
the flood, whose students took their 
normal classes at The New Orleans 
World Trade Center and The New Orle-
ans Hilton Riverside Hotel until this 
fall, that $30 million in assistance—to 
be divided among the 27 universities 
that were closed in Louisiana and Mis-
sissippi—is ‘‘excessive’’. 

You tell small businesses in St. Ber-
nard—where there were 1,400 businesses 
before the storm and only about 400 
have re-opened and less than 70 percent 
of the population has returned—that 
$25 million for economic injury loans is 
‘‘extraneous’’ or unnecessary. Even 
Wal-Mart has not reopened in this Par-
ish. 

You tell the people of Jefferson Par-
ish, St. Bernard Parish, Plaquemines 
Parish, and Orleans Parish that their 
levees should not be repaired and that 
their homes and businesses will remain 
vulnerable to the next storm and that 
an additional $1.3 billion for their safe-
ty is too much. 

What is included in the Emergency 
Supplemental is FAIR funding, waiver 
of the 10 percent match. This bill 
eliminates the red-tape associated with 
so much of the Federal money. This 
supplemental includes the FAIR Fund-
ing Act language which will waive the 
local cost share for FEMA public as-
sistance. This is FAIR. Hurricanes 
Katrina and Rita were the first and 
third most costly disasters in the his-
tory of this country and the Federal 
Government has waived this local 
share requirement in 32 different disas-

ters since 1985, including Hurricanes 
Andrew and Iniki. 

Forgiveability of CDLs is included. 
This bill will also correct a grave in-
equity and allow for our community 
Disaster loans to have the same treat-
ment as all others. 

Levee money is included. In addition, 
this bill will shore up a shortfall that 
has been identified by the Army Corp 
of Engineers. They have estimated that 
they will be short $1.3 billion dollars 
this year for necessary levee work in 
Louisiana. However, instead of asking 
for money to alleviate this shortfall, 
the administration merely wanted to 
rob Peter to pay Paul. However, this 
committee has wisely decided to pro-
vide additional money for this nec-
essary work. Unfortunately, I do not 
believe that this will be sufficient to 
meet the ongoing needs—or will be 
enough to restore, repair and rebuild 
our levee system. 

There is support for our education 
system. The Universities in Louisiana 
have been critical to our rebuilding ef-
forts. They have fought to come back 
and about 80 percent of the students 
have returned. More importantly, the 
universities have provided resources 
and leadership during the rebuilding of 
the region. In Louisiana, they are also 
helping our grade schools stand up— 
forging new and stronger partnerships 
with our new school system. 

Our universities suffered over a bil-
lion dollars in damages as a result of 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. In the 4th 
supplementa1 passed last Congress, we 
provided $40 million dollars for higher 
ed assistance—of which $33 million 
went to Louisiana universities. In this 
bill, we appropriate another $30 mil-
lion, every penny of which is necessary. 

We also provide $30 million in order 
to reward the teachers who give their 
hearts out trying to bring normalcy to 
our children and prepare them for the 
future. 

I appreciate the continued assistance 
that this committee and my colleagues 
in the Seanate have given to the people 
of the Gulf Coast—and the hope that 
this legislation provides to them. 

Mr. President, it is not often I dis-
agree with my good friend from Mis-
sissippi, but I will say the people of the 
gulf coast don’t think they are riding 
on the backs of the troops; they think 
they are the troops. The Guard and Na-
tional Reserve who were in Iraq who 
are from Louisiana, 3,000 fighting in 
Iraq, only to come home to have their 
homes destroyed, have their jobs lost. 
They don’t think it is too much to ask 
of the President to include $3 billion in 
a $24 billion bill—$3 billion for the gulf 
coast recovery, which is domestic 
emergency funding that has been in-
cluded in every supplemental, even 
when the Republicans drafted a bill 
where there was money for domestic 
emergencies. The people of the gulf 
coast don’t believe $3 billion is too 
much to ask. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. We are spending $8.6 
billion a month in Iraq, which is $286 
million a day. In this bill, we are ask-
ing the gulf coast to have 10 days—10 
days of funding for the troops who are 
fighting in Iraq who lost their homes in 
the gulf coast. I don’t think it is exces-
sive. I ask the President to rethink his 
veto policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized for 4 
minutes. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, in 
1999, when George Bush was a can-
didate for the Presidency and President 
Clinton was Commander in Chief, 
George Bush had this to say about 
American troops in Bosnia: 

Victory means exit strategy, and it’s im-
portant for the President to explain what the 
exit strategy is. 

Well, the Congress has been asking 
for an exit strategy year after year for 
4 years now. In fact, President Bush 
has no exit strategy. So the United 
States is bogged down in an impossible 
situation: ‘‘Shock and awe,’’ followed 
by ineffective follow-on efforts. Today, 
in the fifth year of this war, the United 
States is enmeshed in what has become 
a vicious and terrifying civil war. It 
cannot be won through the use of 
American military force. This war can 
only be won through political accom-
modation between Sunni and Shia, 
which means only the Iraqis can settle 
it, which means only the Iraqi Govern-
ment can settle it. To this date, they 
appear to be unable to do what needs to 
be done to stop this conflict. 

So without an exit strategy, the war 
goes on, the killings continue, and the 
casualties rise. Nearly 25,000 Americans 
injured, with tens of thousands of 
Iraqis killed and injured, and hundreds 
of thousands of people displaced from 
their homes by this war. Estimates put 
Iraqi civilian deaths in the first 3 
months of this year at more than 5,500 
in the Baghdad area alone. 

On Monday, two truck bombs killed 
nine members of the 82nd Airborne Di-
vision and wounded 20 more. It was the 
deadliest day of combat in the divi-
sion’s history since the Vietnam war. 

I fear that unless Congress acts and 
puts forward that exit strategy, this 
bloodshed will continue year after 
year. That is intolerable. 

Today, we have before us a measure 
that offers a solution and a strategy to 
fill the void left by the administration. 
The Iraqi supplemental spending bill 
responsibly funds our troops and 
changes the course in Iraq. 

Most importantly, it sends a message 
to the Iraqi Government that the U.S. 
commitment is not open-ended, that 
benchmarks will measure the progress, 
and that political accommodation is 
crucial. 

Under this legislation, the Iraqi Gov-
ernment would be judged on how it dis-
arms militias, pursues Sunni-Shia rec-
onciliation initiatives, establishes fair 
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oil-sharing laws, reforms debaathifica-
tion laws, and protects the rights of 
minorities. This is as it should be. 

This legislation ensures that our 
troops have sufficient rest and training 
and are provided well-maintained 
equipment. This is as it should be. 

It allows for a redefined mission for 
American forces limited to antiterror-
ism operations, training Iraqi forces, 
and protecting American civilians and 
members of the Armed Forces. This is 
as it should be. 

It begins the process of bringing our 
troops home. Into the fifth year of a 
war, this, too, is as it should be. 

The American people spoke in a clear 
voice. Today, the United States Senate 
will as well. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my strong opposition to this 
measure before the Senate, and I will 
cast my vote against it. 

This measure places undue con-
straints on the utilization of our brave 
military, together with our allies 
working with us and, indeed, con-
straints on the utilization of the Iraqi 
military, which likewise has followed 
through with a brave performance with 
our forces. 

This is a very complex situation on 
the battlefield, and in the government, 
with respect to Iraq. Last fall, with 
other Senators, I returned from my 
eighth visit to Iraq and I said the com-
plexity of the battlefield has forced the 
sovereign nation of Iraq to ‘‘drift side-
ways.’’ Regrettably, it continues, in 
my judgment, to drift. Our forces, and 
indeed our allies in that country, have 
fought bravely and are following 
through on their mission to try and 
bring about a greater degree of secu-
rity in Baghdad. 

While I expressed some concerns 
about the ‘‘surge’’ operation when it 
was announced on January 10, it is an 
ongoing operation now. We are losing 
life and limb daily, and we must allow 
our troops to be properly funded to 
carry out their missions. 

Now, we heard yesterday from Gen-
eral Petraeus, and in my judgment, he 
gave a very factual, pragmatic, profes-
sional military opinion, showing objec-
tivity. He is to be commended and our 
forces bravely fighting under his com-
mand should likewise be commended as 
well. 

I want to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues a comment made by our 
distinguished Secretary of Defense, 
Secretary Gates, during his trip. He 
said, ‘‘our commitment to Iraq is long- 
term, but it is not a commitment to 
have our young men and women patrol-
ling Iraqi streets open-endedly.’’ In no 
way does he question the long-term 
need for our Nation to show its resolve 
and commitment to give security to 
this region of the world. But he clearly 
says it is not open-ended. 

We cannot ask our forces, nor the 
Iraqi forces, to risk life and limb dur-
ing their missions, unless the Iraqi leg-
islature and the government of Iraq be-
gins to give an equal or greater meas-
ure of commitment to perform their re-
sponsibility to achieve political solu-
tions. A military solution, we all ac-
knowledge, will not alone achieve a 
strong, survivable, sovereign Iraq. A 
political solution and a framework of 
legal reconciliation is essential. 

And we must, at this point in time, 
bring to light a serious potential prob-
lem, which I have been told, that the 
Iraqi legislature might possibly take a 
2-month recess during July and Au-
gust. That is not acceptable. An action 
of that consequence would severely 
hinder those of us, myself and others, 
who are looking at the greater issue 
beyond Iraq as to the impact on this 
region if the combined efforts of our 
country and other nations fail. 

We are seeing some progress as it re-
lates to the international group of na-
tions coming together, the border na-
tions are scheduled to meet a second 
time. It is through only political rec-
onciliation measures and bold leader-
ship by the Prime Minister and each 
and every Member of the Iraqi Legisla-
ture, that this conflict can bring forth 
a stable, sovereign government, that is 
fully functioning, and is capable of pro-
viding for its own security. In so doing, 
Iraq will then be able to play an inte-
gral role in the security of this region. 

Further, we must again, and again, 
signal to Prime Minister Maliki and to 
each of the Members of the Iraqi Legis-
lature that they must do their job in a 
timely manner because every day Iraqi 
and American lives are being lost in 
their heroic effort to provide the secu-
rity for the Iraqi government to func-
tion. 

Finally, while I will vote against this 
report, I pledge to work with other 
Senators on how to rewrite the next 
bill, following the veto process, for 
these funds are essential for our troops 
and as we draft the next bill, we must 
we must assure the world of our resolve 
and commitment to the region. 

I yield the floor so that others may 
speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, we must 
change the mission of our military 
forces in Iraq. We have to concentrate 
on training Iraqi forces so they can as-
sume the burden of this hostility. We 
have to continue our efforts in counter-
terrorism to strike those international 
terrorists wherever they may be. And 
we have to protect our forces at all 
times. But we cannot continue an 
open-ended commitment and involve-
ment in a civil war. That is essentially 
what the President is urging us to do. 

This appropriations bill provides 
more resources for our military than 
was requested. It also funds extremely 
important domestic concerns, includ-
ing the Veterans’ Administration, so 
we can keep faith with those veterans 

who have served and will continue to 
serve; and also, as my colleague from 
Louisiana pointed out, we have to 
begin to reconstruct our gulf coast. It 
is ironic that we are pouring billions 
into Baghdad, helping them build all 
sorts of utilities, and still Americans 
languish along the gulf coast. 

It also includes the Murtha standards 
of readiness on our forces as they de-
ploy, to ensure that no American unit 
goes into the war zone without proper 
equipment, proper training, and appro-
priate personnel. The President has the 
ability to waive this under certain cir-
cumstances, so we are not unduly con-
stricting his ability as Commander in 
Chief. 

Then, of course, this legislation has 
benchmarks so that the Iraqi Govern-
ment can stand up to their task. I 
think the one common theme that I 
have heard in this body is, ultimately, 
this is a political struggle and, ulti-
mately, the Iraqi Government will 
make the decisions that are so impor-
tant to the success of their efforts, 
which will allow us to begin a phased 
redeployment. But their record is very 
discouraging when it comes to their 
government. 

Leon Panetta published an editorial 
a few days ago in the New York Times. 
He points out the Iraqis promised to 
achieve by the end of last year and the 
beginning of this year the approval of a 
provincial election law but, so far, no 
progress; approval of a law to regulate 
the oil industry and share revenues, 
and a draft is circulating, but it has 
not been approved by the parliament; 
approval of a debaathification law to 
reintegrate officials of the former re-
gime and have a reconciliation, but 
there has been no progress; approval of 
a law to rein in sectarian militias, but 
no progress there either. 

By March, the Government promised 
to hold a referendum on constitutional 
amendments. No progress. 

By May, the Prime Minister com-
mitted to putting in place the law con-
trolling militias, with no progress; the 
approval of the amnesty agreement, 
with no progress; and the completion of 
all reconciliation efforts. No progress. 

If the Iraqi Government is unwilling 
to stand up to the demands they must 
face, then I think we can legiti-
mately—and, indeed, we must—tell 
them very strongly that we will not 
support an open-ended commitment to 
that Government, that we will change 
our mission and refocus our resources. 

It is interesting to me that our Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of 
State, those who travel to Baghdad, 
stand up and say this: Tell them what 
we are doing here is important, crit-
ical, and will happen, unless the Iraqis 
change. But in Washington, we are 
criticized for doing this. 

I think the reality in Baghdad has to 
be the same as here. We have to move 
forward with this legislation to change 
the course, protect our soldiers in the 
field, and to allow a chance for success 
in Iraq. 
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I think we are all committed, we 

hope, to a policy that will lead us and 
the people of Iraq to a much better 
day. I believe supporting this initiative 
will do that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from Mississippi is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this 
conference report is the wrong response 
to the President’s request for the sup-
plemental funding that is urgently 
needed by the Department of Defense. 

While most of the funds—over $109 
billion—are appropriated to wage the 
global war on terrorism, to continue 
operations in Afghanistan, and to sup-
port Iraqi security forces, the con-
ference report also includes funding for 
continuing the recovery from Hurri-
cane Katrina and ensuring that our 
veterans receive the care they deserve. 

I am very disappointed this bill in-
cludes language that sets forth a time-
table for the withdrawal of troops from 
Iraq. We should be providing the Presi-
dent with a bill he can sign so our mili-
tary forces can receive the funding 
they now need. 

I recently brought to the attention of 
the Senate a letter I received from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on April 2 describ-
ing the urgency of an appropriations 
bill and their concerns about further 
delays of funding. It has been now over 
3 weeks since that letter was received. 

It is very clear that delay is occur-
ring, and it is undermining the ability 
to manage the responsibilities of the 
Department of Defense. We are talking 
about life-and-death situations and the 
ability to obtain equipment, arma-
ments, and the training that is nec-
essary by our Armed Forces to carry 
out their mission. 

The Joint Chiefs pointed this out in 
their letter: 

Without approval of the supplemental 
funds in April, the Armed Services will be 
forced to take increasingly disruptive meas-
ures in order to sustain combat operations. 

In addition, they stated: 
These restrictions increase the burden on 

servicemembers and their families during 
this time of war. 

I cannot support this effort to dictate 
the management of this very serious 
threat to our Nation’s security inter-
ests. The opponents of the President’s 
efforts to win the battle against the 
terrorists should not be permitted to 
hijack this supplemental appropria-
tions bill. The responsible thing for us 
to do is to send this conference report 
to the President so he can veto it. We 
can then revise it so it can be enacted 
without the offensive language. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding that there is 81⁄2 minutes 
remaining on this side; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REID. I yield 4 minutes to Sen-
ator INOUYE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I believe 
that all Members of this body support 
the Defense appropriations section. 
The only area of concern and conten-
tion is that which refers to Iraq. 

I think all of us agree that our forces 
today are bogged down in Iraq. They 
are caught in the middle of a civil war, 
and we need a change in plans. This 
war has dragged on too long and, inci-
dentally, longer than our involvement 
in World War II. Staying the course is 
not working, and I, for one, am not 
convinced that it ever will. 

The only way we can succeed in Iraq 
is if the Iraqis fundamentally change 
the dynamic. The language in the con-
ference agreement embraces this idea 
of offering a new plan. This new plan 
eventually should allow for forces to be 
withdrawn from Iraq. 

The proposal establishes a goal—and 
I repeat the word ‘‘goal’’—of rede-
ploying most of our forces from Iraq by 
next March. It does not mandate that 
all the troops are removed. To the con-
trary, it allows that forces remain in 
Iraq to protect U.S. and coalition per-
sonnel. It also stipulates that U.S. 
forces can continue to train and equip 
the Iraqis so they can better defend 
themselves, and it directs that we may 
continue targeted counterterrorism op-
erations in Iraq. 

This is a balanced plan. It recognizes 
that we still have responsibilities in 
Iraq and will continue to do so even a 
year from now, but it will force the 
Iraqis to fight their own civil war if 
they insist on doing so. 

We all know there are very few mili-
tary objectives to be achieved in Iraq. 
We defeated the Iraqi Army 4 years 
ago. We should keep that in mind. I 
still recall the huge banner on the car-
rier that said: ‘‘Mission Accom-
plished.’’ Yes, the military mission was 
accomplished. We won that part of the 
war, the part the military can win. We 
failed in not preparing for the after-
math of direct conflict, and now we are 
enmeshed in an untenable position. 

Our military has performed remark-
ably. They have achieved their mili-
tary objectives. But the plan to rely on 
the military to achieve political objec-
tives has not worked, and what we des-
perately need is a political solution. 
And in the end, how many truly believe 
we will emerge victorious with a Jef-
fersonian democracy on the banks of 
the Tigris River? What is victory? I 
have asked this question many times. 
What will constitute victory? And no 
one has answered that question. Or we 
can embrace a new plan that begins to 
reshape our forces in Iraq to provide 
those missions that our military is 
best suited for with a goal, not a man-
date, but a goal of redeploying the re-
maining forces. 

If Iraq is to succeed, it must assume 
responsibility for its own destiny. It 
must decide if it wants to stop the civil 
war. We cannot do that for them. This 
is a very modest proposal, but one that 
is caught up in the emotion of the de-
bate. This conference report offers a 

plan, one that has much greater chance 
of success than staying the course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. INOUYE. May I have 30 seconds? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. INOUYE. It does not mandate a 

timetable for ending our involvement 
in Iraq but provides a new way ahead 
which will ensure better protection for 
our forces and a greater chance for the 
Iraqis to succeed. 

This is a good, balanced package. It 
includes the best from each of our bills. 
It funds the critical needs of our mili-
tary and provides a way ahead for our 
forces in Iraq. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this conference agreement. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 3 

months ago, President Bush set a new 
course in Iraq. He proposed a plan to 
secure Baghdad and its resident popu-
lation, and he asked GEN David 
Petraeus, one of our best military 
minds of this generation, to carry out 
the mission. A Democratic-controlled 
Congress approved the general without 
dissent and wished him well. 

Then something strange happened. 
Soon after sending General Petraeus 
into the field of battle, the Democratic 
leadership began its own change in 
course. It decided this new mission was 
over before it even had time to work. 

We were told in January by some of 
our Democratic colleagues to listen to 
the generals. Yet this week, with our 
top general in Iraq here to report on 
progress, most of those on the other 
side of the aisle covered their ears. The 
Speaker of the House skipped General 
Petraeus’s briefing altogether, didn’t 
even go listen to him. 

This posture may be calculated to 
impress opponents of the war at home, 
but it frustrates our troops abroad, and 
today the Democratic leadership does 
further damage by passing a war spend-
ing bill that has no chance—no 
chance—of being signed into law, a bill 
that calls for withdrawing U.S. troops 
without regard to conditions on the 
ground, a bill that says we leave in Oc-
tober if the Iraqis have made progress 
and that we leave in July if they 
haven’t. 

Let me say that again. This bill says 
that we leave in October if the Iraqis 
have made progress and leave in July if 
they haven’t. Either way, we are gone. 

It should not be this way. We should 
uphold our end of the bargain and pass 
a bill that funds our troops and gives 
us a reasonable period of time to judge 
this new strategy. 

The Iraq Study Group has outlined 
the stakes. They said premature with-
drawal would ‘‘almost certainly 
produce greater sectarian violence and 
further deterioration of conditions. 
The near-term results would be a sig-
nificant power vacuum, greater human 
suffering, regional destabilization, and 
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a threat to the global economy. Al- 
Qaeda would depict our withdrawal as 
a historic victory. If we leave and Iraq 
descends into chaos, the long-term con-
sequences could eventually require the 
United States to return.’’ 

That is the Iraq Study Group which 
has been so frequently cited by our 
good friends on the other side of the 
aisle. 

Bin Laden knows the stakes, too. In 
a letter last year, bin Laden had this to 
say: America’s defeat in Iraq would 
mean defeat in all its wars. 

Yesterday, the commander of a sen-
ior Afghan Islamist group said bin 
Laden is personally involved in attacks 
on Americans in Iraq. General Petraeus 
went even further. He said al-Qaida has 
declared war on all of Iraq. 

I call on my friends on the other side 
to have an open mind and listen to the 
general. We must give this plan for 
winning the military component of our 
strategy in Iraq a real chance to suc-
ceed. Without it, there is no political 
solution. Just 4 months old and oper-
ating at half its ultimate strength, the 
Baghdad security plan is already hav-
ing an effect. Military leaders say the 
increased violence around Baghdad is a 
sign that the terrorists are shaken. The 
latest attacks were meant to be dra-
matic and to be visible. They were 
meant to force our withdrawal and ul-
timately our humiliation. 

George Orwell said: 
The quickest way to end a war is to lose it. 

This is a road we must not take. This 
legislation is tragic. If the Iraqis make 
progress, we leave; if they don’t, we 
leave. This is not a choice, it is a man-
date for a defeat that al-Qaida des-
perately wants. 

It is not too late to change course. I 
ask my colleagues to be as patient as 
our soldiers and marines—and, indeed, 
the terrorists—and draft a bill that 
does not arbitrarily circle a date on the 
calendar and trigger withdrawal with-
out regard to conditions on the ground. 
Then we can tell our troops that help is 
on the way, that they can finish this 
mission, and that they will return with 
honor. If not, if we give up, we will 
truly have reason to fear because if we 
cannot win this most important battle, 
how will we ever win the war? 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, all time has 

expired on the other side; is that cor-
rect? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this is mer-
itorious legislation, important legisla-
tion. First, I thank Senator BYRD, the 
chairman of our Appropriations Com-
mittee, and his staff for working so 
hard to get us where we are. I thank 
Congressman OBEY, chairman of the 
comparable committee in the House of 
Representatives. 

I know that my friend, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Mis-
sissippi, does not agree with the Iraq 

language, but I express my apprecia-
tion to his staff. This bill has in it 
more than the Iraq language, and his 
staff has worked with us all the way to 
get that done. I extend my apprecia-
tion for his usual gentlemanly way 
doing everything he does here. 

Also, because she worked so hard on 
a lot of things that she was assigned to 
do by Senator BYRD, Senator PATTY 
MURRAY has done an outstanding job 
on this bill. She is in the Chamber, and 
I express my appreciation to her for 
her usual fine work but especially her 
fine work on this matter. 

The individuals I have just men-
tioned have delivered to us a tremen-
dous conference report, one we can all 
be proud to send to the President and 
we should send to the President. This 
conference report honors and provides 
for our courageous men and women in 
uniform. This conference report doesn’t 
forget the emergencies Americans face 
at home while the war rages abroad. 
This conference report makes us more 
secure by charting a new, more sus-
tainable course in Iraq so we can find a 
responsible end to the war and return 
our focus to the global challenges that 
lie ahead. 

President Bush requested $91.5 billion 
for continued military operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. We provided 
every penny of that request, but, Mr. 
President, more. Our bill matches the 
President dollar for dollar on the 
equipment and training he requested 
for the 140,000 troops in Iraq and the 
20,000 deployed in Afghanistan, includ-
ing hundreds of troops deployed from 
the State of Nevada. 

This conference report doesn’t stop 
there because we recognize the Presi-
dent’s request shortchanges our troops 
and our security in a number of critical 
areas. For example, with the roadside 
bombs that have accounted for over 
half of the fatalities suffered by our 
troops in Iraq, Democrats have added 
$1.2 billion for mine-resistant vehicles. 
This is important. 

My friend—and he is my friend—the 
distinguished Republican leader, said 
we should live up to our end of the bar-
gain. Our end of the bargain? We have 
done pretty well, spending over one- 
half trillion dollars in the faraway land 
of Iraq, having lost more than 3,300, 
through death, of our finest, 27,000 
wounded, a third of them missing 
limbs, 2,000 double amputees, brain in-
juries as we have never seen before, and 
paralysis. We have lived up to our end 
of the bargain. 

At a time when the health care needs 
of thousands of our soldiers and vet-
erans are being ignored, Democrats 
have added—with the help of two cou-
rageous Republicans, who I am con-
fident will vote with us on this mat-
ter—we have added $2.5 billion to en-
sure all of our troops receive the qual-
ity care they have earned—our troops— 
veterans. These funds will improve the 
unconscionable conditions at Walter 
Reed and other medical facilities 
around the country and greatly en-

hance the care provided to those who 
suffer from brain trauma and post- 
traumatic stress disorder. 

Every Thursday, Senator ENSIGN and 
I, when we are in session, in the John-
son Room, have a ‘‘Welcome to Wash-
ington’’ for Nevadans. The Baileys 
were here today. They had a 27-year- 
old son who went to Iraq and came 
home with severe emotional problems. 
He was fine before he went. He went to 
a VA facility in Southern California, 
hundreds of miles away from his par-
ents, where he was not taken care of. 
He died of a drug overdose. Not illegal 
drugs but drugs they gave him. What 
we have put in this bill to help vet-
erans, those people returning from Iraq 
who have been injured, is important. It 
is in this bill and it should stay here. 

At a time when our citizen soldiers 
have been pushed to their limit, and 
most Guard and Reserve units lack the 
equipment they need to conduct their 
mission, our bill would provide an addi-
tional $1 billion for the supplies and 
equipment they need. Despite the fact 
a majority of the American people dis-
approve of this administration’s Iraq 
policy, this bill clearly takes care of 
the men and women who are serving us 
courageously in Iraq, as clearly as any-
one who opposes this legislation would 
set back or hurt badly our efforts to 
support our fighting forces. 

We provide for our troops, we do 
that, but we also believe we have an 
obligation to address emergencies fac-
ing Americans here at home. That is 
what emergency supplemental bills 
were at one time—emergencies that de-
veloped during the year. 

President Bush has made numerous 
trips to the gulf region to take a look 
at the devastation created by Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita, which dev-
astated that region of the country, but 
he hasn’t done anything about it, to 
speak of. We believe we have a respon-
sibility to help the victims of this his-
toric tragedy. We agree with the senti-
ment of the people of this country, who 
are determined to help their fellow 
citizens, and that is what this bill does. 
We provide $7 billion for the victims of 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, whose 
help is long overdue. 

Thousands of family farmers and 
ranchers from virtually every State in 
this country are suffering the effects of 
extreme drought or damaging weather 
conditions. These are emergencies. We 
rely upon these American farmers and 
ranchers for the Nation’s food supply, 
and we believe we have an obligation to 
help them when disaster strikes. That 
is why we provide $3.5 billion to help 
address some of the losses suffered by 
farmers and ranchers caused by 
drought, flood, fire, hurricanes, and 
pestilence. 

More than 5 years after the terrible 
terrorist attacks of 9/11, we know gaps 
remain in this Nation’s homeland secu-
rity efforts. This is an emergency. We 
have tried here on the Senate floor to 
offer amendments to cover this. We 
have been defeated on a straight party- 
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line basis. This bill has that relief. 
That is why we provide $2 billion for 
port security, mass transit security, 
airport security, and other initiatives 
to address the shortcomings identified 
by the bipartisan 9/11 Commission, 
whose recommendations came down al-
most 3 years ago. 

Tens of thousands of children across 
this country will lose their health care 
in the next several months if we don’t 
do something in this conference report. 
This, too, is an emergency. That is why 
we provide $650 million to keep the 
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram running. This is health care for 
kids. 

All of these nonmilitary investments 
are crucial priorities, but fully funding 
our troops and changing the course of 
the war in Iraq is this bill’s primary 
goal. No one wants this Nation to suc-
ceed in the Middle East more than I do. 
But I know that after more than 4 
years of mismanagement and incom-
petence of the war in Iraq by this ad-
ministration, there is no magic for-
mula or silver bullet that will lead us 
to the victory we all desire. Yet I also 
believe there is a way forward that 
gives us our best chance to end the war 
responsibly while protecting our stra-
tegic interests, strengthening our secu-
rity, and better positioning us to pro-
vide the long-term assistance Iraq will 
need for years to come. This way for-
ward is consistent with what our mili-
tary leaders are telling us, including 
General Petraeus, who repeated again 
yesterday, publicly—not privately but 
publicly—that this war cannot be won 
militarily. That is what General 
Petraeus says. 

I want to talk about what is in this 
bill as relates to Iraq. 

First, we transition the U.S. mission 
from policing a civil war to training 
and equipping Iraqi security forces, 
protecting U.S. forces and conducting 
targeted counterterror operations. 

Second, we begin the phased rede-
ployment of our troops no later than 
October 1, 2007, with the goal of remov-
ing all combat forces by April 1, 2008, 
except for those carrying out the lim-
ited missions I have mentioned. 

Third, we impose tangible, measur-
able, and achievable benchmarks on 
the Iraqi Government so they will be 
held accountable for making progress 
in security, political reconciliation, 
and improving the lives of ordinary 
Iraqis, who have suffered so very much. 

Fourth, we launch the kind of diplo-
matic, economic, and political offen-
sive the President’s strategy lacks, 
starting with a regional conference 
working toward a long-term framework 
for stability in the region, as rec-
ommended by the Iraq Study Group, 
with Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Egypt, 
Syria, and, yes, Iran must be involved. 

Fifth, and finally, we build up our 
overburdened military to ensure that 
only battle-ready troops are sent into 
battle, and giving them the manpower 
and support they need to face the 
daunting challenges that lie ahead. My 

friend Congressman MURTHA, whom I 
had the good fortune to serve with 
when I was in the House of Representa-
tives, pointed out clearly in the debate 
on the House floor last night that we 
are currently paying 126,000 individ-
uals, independent contractors, to sup-
plement the work of our soldiers. These 
contractors are not held to the same 
standards or accountability of our 
troops, yet often earn tens of thou-
sands of dollars more. This is unaccept-
able. Do the American taxpayers know 
this, that 126,000 people are being paid 
over there for various things? Doing 
what? Why? This is costing billions, 
and for what? And why? This supple-
mental funding bill was forged by lis-
tening to Members of Congress from 
both parties, to military experts, and, 
most importantly, to the American 
people. I have had a number of people 
from the other side who have come to 
me and said, we know you are doing 
the right thing but we can’t help you 
now. There are two people on the other 
side, however, who are coming and say-
ing they are going to vote on this mat-
ter. I don’t know what I can say, other 
than to say it is for the American peo-
ple, and they have a lot of courage. 

This compromise was forged through 
thoughtful negotiation. It was forged 
with the firm resolve that we must do 
what is right for our troops, our Na-
tion’s security, and Iraq’s future. Once 
we pass this bill, we will send it to the 
President’s desk. We know he has 
threatened to veto this legislation. But 
in the same spirit of compromise and 
bipartisanship with which this bill was 
written, we hope the President will re-
consider his stubbornness and his re-
fusal to listen to the American people. 
This is a good conference report. It pro-
vides for the safety of our troops, it 
helps Americans recover from emer-
gencies that have plagued us here at 
home, and it sets us on a new course, 
away from a civil war with no end in 
sight, and toward a responsible, phased 
redeployment, and it holds the Iraqis 
accountable. This is a responsible plan 
for redeployment, not a precipitous 
withdrawal. 

Our troops in harm’s way will always 
have the resources to do the mission 
their leaders ask of them. It directs our 
attention to eliminating al-Qaida, ad-
dresses refugee and humanitarian cri-
ses, and launches the diplomatic and 
political surges necessary to prevent 
regional instability. It also allows us 
to provide the longer term investments 
and the political solutions needed in 
Iraq. It prevents the jihadists from 
being able to claim victory over Amer-
ica, and it begins to restore America’s 
prestige, power, and influence in the 
region and throughout the world. 

Some will say there is no alternative 
to the President’s course. They say the 
only course is to stay the course or 
fail; that there is no plan B. But our 
President is wrong. I say that with all 
due respect. The choice is in our hands. 
Today, we have the chance to support 
our troops, represent the will of the 

American people, and lead America to 
a path of responsibility. If the Presi-
dent refuses to change direction, Amer-
ica risks being bogged down in Iraq for 
years, not months. 

This President, who took us to war 
under false pretenses, now needs the 
courage to admit his policies have 
failed and work with us to bring the 
war to a responsible end. This con-
ference report gives him that path for-
ward, and I hope he follows it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) and 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 

Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—46 

Alexander 
Allard 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—3 

Graham Johnson McCain 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. DURBIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, for 

Members of the Senate, as we have an-
nounced, there will be no more rollcall 
votes this week. 

We hope that we can move, on Mon-
day, without any problems, to the FDA 
reauthorization. This is an extremely 
important piece of legislation which 
Senator KENNEDY and Senator ENZI 
have worked on for months. Now, we 
hope we can move to that. We know 
people want to offer amendments. Cer-
tainly, that will be part of what we are 
doing here because the bill is imper-
fect. But it is a bill on which we must 
move forward. With all of the food safe-
ty and health safety issues that have 
come up during the past several years, 
we must do this. So we are going to 
move to that bill on Monday. That will 
be the next order of business for the 
Senate. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, 
with this vote, Congress has provided 
funding for our troops while also put-
ting forward sensible provisions to 
begin the withdrawal of troops from 
Iraq. I call upon the President to work 
with Congress in order to ensure the 
troops receive these funds and that we 
change course in Iraq. 

I am also pleased to announce with 
Senator SCHUMER that after a long 
struggle, and thanks to the leadership 
of Senator BYRD and Senator HARKIN, 
we have secured $50 million for the 
monitoring, diagnosis, and treatment 
for the thousands of men and women 
whose health has been terribly affected 
by the dust, debris, and poisons that 
filled the air after the attacks of 9/11. 

I am grateful for the support of Sen-
ator BYRD, Senator HARKIN and Sen-
ator SPECTER who have been steadfast 
in recognizing our duty to help those 
who helped New York in our hour of 
need—and help everyone whose health 
and lives have been affected by 9/11. 

This is a great victory for the vic-
tims and heroes, for New York, and for 
our values which were targeted on 9/11. 

The Centers of Excellence providing 
care through the Mt. Sinai consortium 
and the Fire Department of New York 
with Federal funds are doing heroic 
work—but more and more people are 
walking through the doors because of 
respiratory problems and other debili-
tating conditions. These treatment 
centers—centers that provide essential 
care to those who responded in our 
time of need—are on the brink of run-
ning out of Federal resources in the 
fall. Thanks to the funding in this bill, 
we will be able to send a lifeline of 
funding before these treatment centers 
fall over the financial cliff. 

Based upon the estimates of the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Preven-
tion, it would take nearly $283 million 
to treat to 34,000 first responders and 
workers for just one year. And that 
number doesn’t take into account the 
treatment needs of forgotten popu-
lations, such as residents, office work-
ers, students, and others who were also 
exposed to these toxic substances. 

The funding contained in this legisla-
tion is a great step forward and will 
serve as a bridge fund until we are able 
to come up with a long term solution. 
This $50 million will be used to help 
provide both inpatient and outpatient 
treatment services for responders and 
workers affected by debilitating res-
piratory and mental health problems. 

These are more than names on a list 
or lines in a budget. These are lives 
that have been turned upside down, 
often silently, often without public no-
tice. 

When the towers collapsed, thou-
sands of tons of coarse and fine partic-
ulate matter were released into the air, 
and inhaled into the lungs of hundreds 
of thousands of individuals—substances 
that included cement dust, glass fibers, 
asbestos, lead, hydrochloric acid, and 
other toxic pollutants. The combustion 
of jet fuel after the attacks created a 
dense plume of black smoke, filled with 
other toxic substances like benzene and 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. 
Fires at Ground Zero continued to burn 
underground for several months after 
the attacks. 

Of course, none of our incredibly 
brave firefighters, police officers, emer-
gency responders, workers, volunteers 
and others stopped to think about the 
health implications of what they were 
walking into—they risked their lives to 
help save others. 

The day after 9/11, I visited Ground 
Zero; it was evident that the air was 
not fit to breathe and these conditions 
continued for months afterwards. 

Over the next 9 months, it is esti-
mated that hundreds of thousands of 
individuals were exposed to the dust 
and debris not only at Ground Zero, 
but also a site at Fresh Kills, the land-
fill in Staten Island, where workers 
sifted through the debris in an attempt 
to recover evidence from the attacks. 

People began coming down with what 
we would later call World Trade Center 
cough. We heard reports of previously 
healthy detectives who could bench 
press 250 pounds unable to lift a child. 
Firefighters who could run miles no 
longer able to climb stairs. Construc-
tion workers in perfect physical shape 
before the attacks with incredible dif-
ficulty breathing after the attacks. In-
creased risk of cancer. Newly developed 
asthma, bronchitis, persistent sinus-
itis, laryngitis, or other respiratory 
problems. For these individuals, their 
illnesses are a constant reminder of 
that terrible day. 

On March 21, the HELP Committee 
held a hearing—which I led along side 
Chairman KENNEDY—on the long term 
impacts of 9/11. 

What we heard that day was nothing 
short of devastating and all of us in the 
room during the hearing came away 
with a new sense of urgency in making 
sure that the workers, residents, stu-
dents, volunteers and others who are 
experiencing adverse health effects due 
to exposure of 9/11 toxins get the care 
they desperately need. 

Of particular concern: many of those 
who are ill are falling through the 

cracks of traditional health coverage. 
According to testimony presented at 
this hearing, more than 40 percent of 
the responders enrolled in the Mt. 
Sinai treatment program are unin-
sured, and an additional 23 percent are 
underinsured. New York City reports 
that approximately 60 percent of those 
enrolled at Bellevue Hospital’s treat-
ment program are also uninsured. 

Today, Congress has sent a powerful 
message to the police officers, fire-
fighters, first responders, workers, and 
volunteers of 9/11: You are not forgot-
ten. We will respond to an attack on 
our values and way of life by honoring 
our values and helping the victims. 

But we must go further. 
We need a longer-term Federal solu-

tion to provide monitoring, diagnosis, 
and treatment. The city and local orga-
nizations have done a tremendous serv-
ice, but this was as an attack on our 
whole Nation and our whole Nation 
should support the efforts taking place 
in New York. These funds will only 
support the work for the short term. 
And a third treatment center at Belle-
vue Hospital—the only center that 
evaluates and treats many of the for-
gotten victims: residents, office work-
ers, students, and others—has not re-
ceived any Federal help at all. 

I have introduced the 9/11 Heroes 
Health Improvement Act to provide 
$1.9 billion in grants for ongoing med-
ical and mental health treatment and 
monitoring, and I will continue to 
work with my colleagues on the 
Health, Education, Labor and Pensions 
Committee to ensure that we have a 
long-term solution for 9/11 affected in-
dividuals. 

We should always keep in our hearts 
the people who deserve our help. 

Retired New York Police Detective 
Michael Valentin is one of those who is 
living with the health effects of 9/11. He 
rushed to Ground Zero from his home 
on Long Island on 9/11 and for the first 
few days searched for remains in the 
area, later working on the pile and pro-
viding perimeter security. 

Before 9/11, he was running miles a 
day and going to college at night to be-
come a supervisor. 

Since 9/11, he has experienced res-
piratory problems and breathing dif-
ficulties, asthma attacks, operations to 
treat tumors he has developed, and 
other conditions. He could no longer 
find the strength to attend college at 
night or run enough to pass even the 
police department’s physical test. He 
retired officially on January 31 of this 
year. 

Detective Valentin wanted to attend 
the hearing in Washington. He wanted 
to speak out and be heard because too 
many of the victims and heroes feel 
forgotten and left behind. Unfortu-
nately, Detective Valentin was too sick 
to make the trip, and he is not alone. 

The tragedy of 9/11 is not over. The 
loss of life, the pain, and the suffering 
are not over. The tragic legacy con-
tinues for the families who lost loved 
ones and for residents, workers, volun-
teers, first responders and others who 
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have faced hardship and health con-
sequences in the aftermath of the at-
tacks. 

Today, we have achieved a great vic-
tory—but it must only be a first step to 
make sure those that gave so much on 
that terrible day are not forgotten and 
receive the help they deserve. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to a period of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each, and 
that the following Senators be recog-
nized in the following order: Senator 
SHELBY, 3 minutes; Senators FEINSTEIN 
and FEINGOLD, 10 minutes total; Sen-
ator BUNNING, 15 minutes; and Senator 
SCHUMER, 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized. 

f 

THANKING STAFF 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
before the Senator proceeds, I wish to 
take a minute and thank all of our 
staffs who worked tremendously hard 
to get this bill to the floor, the staff on 
the Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ator BYRD’s personal staff—many Mem-
bers worked very hard, along with 
their staff members but particularly 
those people who sit in the back row 
back there and are not recognized who 
stay up very late to get this to all of 
us. To all of our floor staff, I say thank 
you for your tremendous work in get-
ting us to this point. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama is recognized. 

f 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, in 
passing this emergency supplemental 
appropriations bill this afternoon, the 
Democratic-controlled Senate has sent 
a message—one that the war is lost, 
that we have given up, and that we 
have no hope of victory. 

Today, we have also put an arbitrary 
deadline on our military. I believe it is 
unequivocally wrong to do this, the 
wrong message at exactly the wrong 
time. I believe we must give our troops 
the opportunity to win. We cannot tie 
the hands of our commanders on the 
ground. We cannot have 535 generals 
micromanaging the war from the Halls 
of Congress. 

This war is a test of wills. Our defeat-
ist message states that today our will 
has been broken. This is not the mes-
sage we want our enemy to hear. Our 
actions in the Senate have con-
sequences. I believe we have just sent a 
message—the wrong message—that our 
efforts were not enough. We have sent 

a message that the enemy has won. I 
believe we have sent a message of sur-
render, a message of submission, a mes-
sage of failure. And this message was 
not just sent to those fighting against 
us in Iraq, it reverberates around the 
globe. Today, I believe the Senate has 
illustrated raw partisan politics at its 
worst. 

I believe the American people deserve 
better. Our troops deserve better. Our 
Armed Forces need the support of the 
people—us—who sent them into a war 
zone, not partisan politics. They need 
the time to succeed, not a timetable 
for retreat. 

George Orwell once said: The 
quickest way to end a war is to lose it. 
Yes, the quickest way to end the war is 
to lose it. With today’s vote, we are 
well on our way. Yet fortunately, for 
our troops, the President will veto this 
bill, and Congress will have enough 
votes to sustain it. 

In the coming weeks, when Congress 
crafts a new supplemental appropria-
tions bill, I believe we must not use the 
same narrow-minded approach. We 
must not send another message of de-
feat, of surrender. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized. 
f 

CAMPAIGN DISCLOSURE PARITY 
ACT 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
on April 17, just over a week ago, I 
rose, along with the Senator from Wis-
consin, Senator FEINGOLD, to ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate take up 
and adopt S. 223, which was reported 
unanimously by the Rules Committee 
on March 28. Senator ALEXANDER ob-
jected on behalf of a Republican Sen-
ator. As a result, the bill remains in 
limbo. To this date, that Republican 
Senator has declined to come forward 
to say why the bill should not become 
law. 

This is such a simple, direct bill with 
respect to transparency. It is an idea 
whose time has long come. It is very 
hard for us to understand who could op-
pose this good government bill and 
what their reason for opposing it could 
be. 

After last week’s roadblock halted 
passage, the minority leader’s spokes-
man told the Washington Post: 

Senators are now reviewing the bill in an-
ticipation of legislative action. 

We would hope that review is com-
plete. We could now get down to busi-
ness and today, by unanimous consent, 
just as we did in the Rules Committee, 
pass this bill, send it to the House, and 
have it become law. At our hearing on 
March 14 and our markup on March 28, 
it was clear there was no public opposi-
tion whatsoever to this bill. It is really 
time for the Senate to act. 

The bill is titled the ‘‘Senate Cam-
paign Disclosure Parity Act.’’ It is 
sponsored by Senators FEINGOLD and 
COCHRAN and 33 additional Senators. It 
would simply require that the Senate 

campaign finance reports be filed elec-
tronically rather than in paper format, 
just as everyone else is doing now. 

Currently, House candidates, Presi-
dential candidates, political action 
committees, and party committees are 
all required to file electronically. And 
they do. But Senators, Senate can-
didates, authorized campaign commit-
tees, and the Democratic and Repub-
lican senatorial campaign committees 
are exempt. As a result, we have a 
cumbersome system in which paper 
copies of disclosure reports are filed 
with the Senate Office of Public 
Records, which scans them to make an 
electronic copy and sends the copy to 
the FEC on a dedicated communica-
tions line. The FEC then prints the re-
port and sends it to the vendor in Fred-
ericksburg, VA, where the information 
is keyed in by hand and then trans-
ferred back to the FEC database at a 
cost of approximately $250,000 to the 
taxpayers. This is $250,000 which is 
needlessly spent to continue an archaic 
system. It is long past time to bring 
the Senate into the modern era. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to let this bill go today. 

I yield the floor to the author of the 
bill, the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I 
certainly thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, once again for 
being so committed to getting this bill 
passed. It has been, as she said, over a 
week since we came to the floor to try 
to get the Senate to pass the Senate 
Campaign Parity Act. 

Last Tuesday, the senior Senator 
from Tennessee objected ‘‘on behalf of 
a Republican Senator.’’ Now we have 
waited to hear from that Senator, who-
ever he or she is, about his or her con-
cerns about the bill. So far, not a word. 
It would not take very long to review 
this bill. It is very simple. 

In fact, it seems as if the source of 
the objection is hoping never to be 
identified because a citizen effort to 
find out who the objector is, supported 
by a number of blogs from both the 
right and the left, has so far come up 
empty. 

There has been a lot of discussion in 
the press and the blogs about whether 
the objection we heard last week con-
stitutes one of those so-called secret 
holds, which have rightly come under 
attack in recent years. Well, someone 
anonymously blocked the bill from 
being passed last Tuesday, that person 
has made no effort to resolve his or her 
concerns with us, and the Republican 
leadership will not tell us who that 
person is. Now, that is a ‘‘secret hold,’’ 
in my book. It is time for some sun-
shine here. If someone has a problem 
with this bill, he or she should step for-
ward and discuss it with us. I am hope-
ful that after a week to take a look at 
the bill, the objector will have realized 
how completely noncontroversial it is 
and will let it go through this week. 
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This bill simply puts Senate cam-

paigns under the same obligations to 
file their reports electronically that 
House and Presidential campaigns have 
been under for years. There is simply 
no reason the information in Senate 
campaign finance reports should re-
main less accessible to the public than 
any other campaign finance report. 

As the Senator from California said, 
we now have 37 bipartisan cosponsors, 
and not a single concern about the bill 
was heard in the Rules Committee. The 
bill passed the committee by a voice 
vote, and no one has come up to us 
with any concerns, even in this last 
week. So the time has come to get this 
done. 

I once again thank the Senator from 
California for her persistence. It is a 
pleasure to work with her. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 

I would like to thank the Senator from 
Wisconsin for his leadership and for his 
continuing interests. Hopefully, this 
will pass today. 

In that vein, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of calendar item 
No. 96, S. 223, a bill to require Senate 
candidates to file designated state-
ments and reports in electronic form, 
and that the committee-reported 
amendment be considered and agreed 
to, the bill as amended be read three 
times, passed, and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table with no in-
tervening action. 

Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, on 
behalf of the Republican side, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 
We will be back and back and back 
again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

f 

IRAQ SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr. BUNNING. Madam President, I 
was precluded from speaking prior to 
the vote taken on the Iraq supple-
mental. I am going to speak for about 
15 minutes at this time and voice my 
strong opposition, as Senator SHELBY, 
to the conference report that just 
passed this body. This bill is a highly 
irresponsible bill showing both a dis-
regard for taxpayer money and our 
American service people. It is probably 
the most dangerous bill I have seen in 
over 20 years of service in the Congress 
of the United States. 

I don’t say that lightly. Last month 
I came to the floor to voice my opposi-
tion to the emergency supplemental 
spending bill. I wanted a clean bill that 
the President could sign into law. In-
stead, today we passed a bill that ties 
troop funding to arbitrary withdrawal 
deadlines and billions and billions of 
dollars in unrelated spending. 

Now, 3 weeks later, we find ourselves 
with essentially the same piece of leg-

islation. It is an insult to the men and 
women who serve in our armed serv-
ices. Funding our troops is not a polit-
ical game. We are a nation at war. 
There are unexpected costs and needs 
that must be continued to promote our 
freedoms and troops at home and help 
them succeed in Iraq. That is why we 
have emergency supplemental legisla-
tion. It is used to meet the immediate 
needs of the men and women in the 
Armed Forces on our frontlines. 

The extra spending goes beyond 
emergency needs and, instead, adds ad-
ditional nondefense funds that are not 
necessary right now. There is a lot of 
fat in this bill that the Senate should 
consider under the regular appropria-
tions process. That is what appropria-
tions bills are all about. The hurri-
canes of 2005 were truly devastating. I 
have supported the Government’s re-
building efforts in the region. But the 
bill before us today includes billions of 
dollars in unrequested and unnecessary 
funding for the Corps of Engineers. 
These provisions are inappropriate for 
a wartime supplemental. 

Another area of extra spending re-
lates to agriculture. I have been a 
strong supporter of America’s farmers, 
but the programs in this bill do not be-
long in a supplemental wartime bill. I 
cannot justify $20 million for dairy 
farmers and $60 million for salmon fish-
eries in the Pacific Northwest. This bill 
is about our troops, not our farmers. 
There are even more glaring examples 
in this conference report: $18 million 
for drought assistance in the upper 
Midwest; $25 million for NASA facili-
ties in the gulf region; $10 million for 
historic preservation funds. This bill 
doubles the 20 million I opposed for as-
bestos abatement at the Capitol power-
plant. The list goes on. 

I am ashamed that this Congress be-
lieves it can solve its own budgetary 
problems on the backs of our fighting 
men and women. 

Finally, instead of helping our 
troops, this supplemental bill only ends 
up offending them. We ought to be 
sending a clear message of support for 
our men and women in harm’s way. It 
should be clear that this Congress and 
this country will make sure that the 
men and women of our Armed Forces 
have the necessary supplies and re-
sources to carry out their missions. 
Unfortunately, this legislation only 
serves to undermine our military mis-
sions. It pulls the rug right out from 
under our troops, just as we are at a 
point of seeing some signs of increased 
security in Baghdad. 

To me, this bill is a strategy for de-
feat. It sends a detrimental message to 
our troops and only serves to embolden 
our enemies. It tells the terrorists: 
Mark your calendars with our date for 
withdrawal from Iraq; sit and wait for 
us to get out. 

Like many of my colleagues, I had 
the opportunity to hear firsthand from 
my good friend, David Petraeus, yes-
terday about the current situation in 
Iraq. I am sorry it was a very highly 

classified briefing or I would share 
those things with the Senate. But I 
want to give the mood of his report. He 
was very frank in his report. The situa-
tion in Iraq is not any closer to being 
resolved than it was 2 months ago when 
his mission started. The country still 
suffers from violent sectarian strife 
and is at war with a cluster of enemies, 
including primarily al-Qaida, Osama 
bin Laden, Sunni insurgents, and Shia 
radicals. The other side of the aisle has 
already said the war is lost. But we 
haven’t even given the President’s plan 
a chance to work. We still have a long 
way to go in Iraq, but sectarian 
killings have dropped dramatically 
since January. There is greater co-
operation between the U.S. forces and 
the Iraqi Army, and we are beginning 
to see the Iraqi people work toward 
complete sovereignty. 

We should not dictate arbitrary 
guidelines for the future. The Iraqi 
Government is still in a critical devel-
opment stage. It must be given the 
time and room to grow with our guid-
ance. The same Senators and Congress-
men calling for an immediate with-
drawal from Iraq or setting an arbi-
trary withdrawal date do not discuss 
the ramifications of such an action. It 
may be because they know that imme-
diate withdrawal from Iraq would be 
disastrous to the Middle East and 
threaten international stability and 
our national defense. Withdrawal is not 
a viable option. If we leave Iraq pre-
maturely, we lose. Peace-loving people 
in Iraq lose, and Islamic radicals and 
al-Qaida win. That is the situation we 
are in today. We need to be honest 
about it as we proceed forward. 

I have voted against past withdrawal 
language and voted against it again 
today. Setting a withdrawal deadline 
will have grave consequences for the 
United States. It will put our national 
security at risk. After the President 
vetoes this bill—and we sustain his 
veto—we need to refocus our attention 
and our productive manner on how to 
best help our commanders on the 
ground to achieve success in Iraq. No 
arbitrary timetable, no billions of dol-
lars in unrelated pork—we need a clean 
bill that funds our men and women in 
uniform and gives them a chance for 
success. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
f 

HEROIC NEW YORK STATE 
TROOPERS 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
rise to speak on a very sad occasion 
that occurred in my State in the last 2 
days and to recognize the three heroic 
New York State troopers shot in an act 
of cold-blooded violence. Sadly, one 
trooper, David C. Brinkerhoff, a mem-
ber of the specially trained mobile re-
sponse team, has been killed. Tonight 
my thoughts and prayers are with his 
family, friends, and coworkers. 

Trooper Brinkerhoff and Trooper 
Richard Mattson were shot at about 
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8:45 a.m. Tuesday while searching for a 
gunman who was suspected of shooting 
a third trooper, Trooper Matthew 
Gambosi, during a traffic stop in near-
by Margaretville, NY, a beautiful town 
in Delaware County. Trooper Mattson 
is in serious condition at a local hos-
pital and, praise God, Trooper Gambosi 
only suffered minor wounds as the bul-
let was caught by his bulletproof vest. 
We pray for their speedy recoveries. 

Law enforcement raided the farm 
where the gunman was holed up yester-
day, and his body was recovered late 
last night. Now that this man is no 
longer a threat, we must turn our at-
tention to the troopers’ families and 
friends who have been devastated by 
these tragic events. 

New York State troopers represent 
the best of all of us. They are brave, 
selfless heroes who put their lives on 
the line every day with unequaled 
character and dignity. They are tough, 
and they are just. The events of the 
past 48 hours have devastated our en-
tire State. Now we will mourn to-
gether. The entire trooper community 
and the people of the great State of 
New York have suffered an enormous 
loss. The greatest way we can honor 
them is to remember their sacrifice al-
ways and to pledge to rise above this 
tragedy by continuing to do exactly 
what they did when they got into 
harm’s way on our behalf. Of course, I 
speak of impartial, courageous, and 
professional law enforcement. 

Trooper Brinkerhoff was born and 
raised in the Southtowns area of west-
ern New York and was only 29. He was 
an 81⁄2-year State police veteran and 
joined the mobile response team in 
early 2006. He is survived by his wife 
Barbara and a 7-month-old daughter. 
Brinkerhoff is the second member of 
the New York State mobile response 
unit to be killed in less than a year. 
Trooper Joseph Longobardo was killed 
by serial killer Ralph ‘‘Bucky’’ Phillips 
in the woods of Chautauqua County in 
the western end of our State. Far too 
often our troopers and law enforcement 
officers are struck down by senseless 
violence. However, every time their 
mettle is tested, they return stronger 
and more determined to keep New 
York safe. 

I am also pleased that the Senate 
will approve later today a resolution 
commemorating the sacrifice of the 
men and women of law enforcement 
who have lost their lives on the job. 
They are all true heroes. We honor 
each and every one of them. 

My thoughts and those of my family 
are with Barbara and her daughter to-
night, and I send them the full condo-
lences of the Senate and the people of 
the State of New York. We will not for-
get you or the sacrifice of Trooper 
Brinkerhoff. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I want to take some time, as we 
contemplate what is going to happen 
with the supplemental bill we just 
passed because, frankly, I am in a state 
of shock over the casual dismissal of 
the opinions of the American people, in 
huge majorities, who say: We have had 
enough of this war, and we want to 
make a change. They want us to start 
to position ourselves in a manner that 
would allow us to bring our people 
home. 

Not far from this Senate floor, in the 
middle of the National Mall, is a place 
of stone and water, of strength and re-
flection. It is a place that is important 
to me and, I think, important to the 
country as a whole. It is where we 
honor those who served and those who 
died in World War II. 

I proudly wore the uniform of my 
country during that war. I do not con-
sider myself a hero, but I did my duty 
to the best of my ability. I and 16 mil-
lion others went to war because our 
mission was clear: defeat the enemy 
who attacked us. And while the battles 
were fought across the ocean, the en-
tire country united. They all sac-
rificed. That was the message: sac-
rifice, sacrifice at home, use less gas, 
turn off the lights, reduce energy con-
sumption, black out the beachfront 
places or coastal areas so the enemy 
could not see the lights of the cities. 
Even with rising injuries and casual-
ties in World War II, America kept its 
resolve because we believed in our lead-
ers. 

How times have changed. 
There is one simple reason the Amer-

ican people have lost faith in this war 
effort: It has become clear our leaders 
are not providing us with the truth. 
And the chief purveyor of 
misstatements is Vice President CHE-
NEY. He chooses to say whatever he 
wants to, to advance his agenda. But 
the agenda has now, we know, resulted 
in the deaths of thousands of Ameri-
cans, thousands of Iraqis. It is time to 
say: Enough is enough. 

I want to review some of the out-
landish statements the Vice President 
has made about this war. On the eve of 
the invasion, in March 2003, Vice Presi-
dent DICK CHENEY assured the Nation 
that ‘‘we will be greeted as liberators.’’ 

I ask the question: How dare he make 
a statement such as that—without 
knowledge, without any idea of what 
the consequences of that action might 
be. We will be greeted as liberators? 

He went on to say the fight would be 
‘‘weeks rather than months.’’ 

In June of 2005, Vice President CHE-
NEY assured us the insurgency in Iraq 
is ‘‘in the last throes.’’ That was al-
most 2 years ago. Ask our people in 

uniform, ask our people in combat, ask 
those who are facing another deploy-
ment after having been there once or 
even twice—ask them what they think 
about that statement, about the accu-
racy of those remarks. 

Earlier this year, even after the Pen-
tagon admitted there was no evidence 
at all of a connection between Saddam 
Hussein and al-Qaida, the Vice Presi-
dent said there was a connection. If 
you say it, maybe you can convince 
people, even if it is not the truth. 

And now, this week, we have our Vice 
President speaking out against this bill 
we just passed, again making out-
landish claims. 

You have to ask yourself a question: 
Who is still listening to those com-
ments and giving them any credibility? 
Unfortunately, there are people, de-
spite his outrageous and unsubstan-
tiated claims—claims such as the ‘‘in-
surgency is in its last throes’’—who 
tend to believe him. He is, after all, the 
Vice President of the United States. It 
is a prestigious job. There is an auto-
matic assumption that credibility goes 
to the occupant of that position. 

We may never know the real motiva-
tion behind this administration’s drive 
to Iraq, but we do know the following: 
They presented false intelligence to 
the American people and our allies. 

We have seen some of those respon-
sible, credible people, who believed in 
the case that was being made by the in-
telligence reports—look at one of the 
great figures in American contem-
porary history, Colin Powell—a gen-
eral, Chief of Staff. I remember his 
speech at the United Nations providing 
evidence of materials that confirmed 
there were weapons of mass destruc-
tion there. And now this man, who has 
a lifetime built on honesty and credi-
bility, has said he regrets those state-
ments. But we do not hear that pause, 
that reflection, coming from the Presi-
dent or the Vice President of the 
United States. 

The administration knowingly mis-
led the country about Iraq’s nuclear 
ambitions in President Bush’s 2003 
State of the Union Address. 

In a recent CBS News poll, 66 percent 
of the American people disapproved of 
the way President Bush is handling 
this situation with Iraq. That dis-
approval has continued to build. If you 
look at some of the polling data we 
have seen over the last couple years, 
less and less of the people in the coun-
try believe we are doing a good job 
with the situation in Iraq, as portrayed 
by the President. 

On Monday, President Bush said: 
There’s been some progress. 

That statement shows the President 
is living in an alternate reality. 

On that same day—Monday—10 
American troops were killed, 9 of them 
in a single attack. Since the beginning 
of this war, more than 3,300 of our peo-
ple in uniform have died. 

One of those people was a fellow from 
Toms River, NJ, Marine Cpl Thomas 
Saba. He served with the Marines’ Fly-
ing Tigers. He volunteered to extend 
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his tour of duty after his squadron was 
deployed to Iraq. He died with his com-
rades in February when their heli-
copter was shot down by insurgents. 
Corporal Saba is one of 77 people from 
my home State of New Jersey to see 
their last sunset in Iraq. Ten more 
have died in Afghanistan. 

Beyond these casualties, nearly 25,000 
of our troops have left the combat the-
ater with serious wounds. More than 
800 of them have lost at least one limb. 
We have spent mountains of taxpayer 
money in Iraq. We have spent $400 bil-
lion, going now at the rate of $3 billion 
a week. What have we gotten for our 
investment? A disaster. That is the re-
ality of Iraq, not the endless and empty 
picture of optimism the Vice President 
and others in the administration and 
the President continue to paint. ‘‘Ex-
tend our victories.’’ What victories are 
they talking about? I don’t see any vic-
tories. We see more threats. Not only 
to our people—that is the most serious 
one—not only to our reputation, but to 
our leadership in the world as it dis-
integrates in front of us as this conflict 
continues. 

We need a new course, and we need it 
now. This supplemental provides that 
new course. We hope the President will 
reflect a little bit, instead of the brag-
gadocio attitude and false stories about 
how Democrats want to surrender. 
That is the most offensive thing. 
Democrats want to surrender? Senator 
INOUYE, a Medal of Honor winner here, 
and other people who fought in Viet-
nam and other places. We want to sur-
render America? It is an outrage. 

Outside my office, we have a memo-
rial and it shows the ‘‘Faces of the 
Fallen’’—photographs. Some of them 
are blank, but they have a name and a 
location of the person—the faces of the 
fallen from Iraq and Afghanistan. Typi-
cally it carries each picture, and we 
have about 3,000 of them. It takes a 
while to get the pictures together. Peo-
ple walk by, they stop and pause and 
write notes in a journal we have there. 
It includes the name and age, the rank 
and the battalion or company they 
served in, the cause of death of each of 
the Nation’s fallen servicemembers, in-
scribed with their photo on the memo-
rial. Families, friends, and visitors 
search those photos on a daily basis 
looking for people from their State, 
from their area, people who many knew 
and loved and miss. One woman found 
a picture of her son up there and wrote 
an inscription in our journal. 

As they search these pictures, some 
write notes in a book of reflections. I 
want to share two of those reflections. 
A person named Prudence Hart from 
New Jersey wrote: 

We honor our soldiers for answering the 
call of their Nation. We must honor them 
and this Nation by never allowing another 
President to wage war as this one has. 

Another person, Jay Miller from 
Rhode Island, wrote: 

We are at a pivotal point in our country’s 
history. Our leaders must take a stand and 
use their constitutional powers to end this 
madness. 

To Prudence Hart, Jay Miller, and 
every American, I say: We are with 
you. We do honor those who have 
bravely taken up their task, able and 
willing to do it. Some of those troops 
are the third deployment away from a 
spouse, children, community, job. They 
are the ones making the sacrifice, and 
they are the ones whom we want to 
honor. We want to honor them by re-
membering those who paid the ulti-
mate price, but we want to honor them 
further by bringing them home and 
giving them appropriate post-service 
treatment. 

I wish we were treating our veterans 
in the same honorable manner in which 
they were recruited. We have failed in 
many instances. We failed, even as peo-
ple criticize Democrats and those who 
disagree with them, even as they try to 
discredit us as wanting to surrender, 
when they didn’t provide the right 
equipment, whether the humvees were 
sufficiently armored, or whether they 
had the proper flak jackets. 

I went to Iraq some years ago, and 
when I asked the people I met from 
New Jersey: What is it we could do to 
make their job better and protect them 
more, one of them said, Senator—and I 
was with four other colleagues—Sen-
ators, the flak jackets you are wearing, 
the body armor you are wearing is the 
latest and the best. We don’t have it. 
People who were in the coalition have 
that, but we don’t. What else? They 
said: Our humvees are not sufficiently 
armored to protect us. We know what 
has happened. 

So if we want to talk about honoring 
our troops, where was the administra-
tion while Halliburton was stealing 
from the country with food and shelter 
and had a fine of millions of dollars im-
posed by the auditors from the Defense 
Department? Shame on them. In the 
war I fought in, there wasn’t anybody 
except a traitor who would do some-
thing that might help the enemy like 
having a sham corporation in the Cay-
man Islands, a branch in Dubai where 
they then did business with Iran—Iran, 
which supplies weapons and encourage-
ment to insurgents who want to kill 
our people there. It is shocking that we 
see that, and when we hear these false 
tales coming from the Vice President 
of the United States, when he talks 
about victory, and I am paraphrasing: 
victory within our grasp, within our 
reach. The American people don’t be-
lieve it, and I tell my colleagues I don’t 
believe it, and a lot of my colleagues 
don’t believe it. 

We had a vote one day that was sig-
nificant. It was 56 to 44, and it included 
seven of our colleagues from the Re-
publican side, people who had the cour-
age to stand up and say: Look, we are 
not ashamed to be Republicans, and we 
are not ashamed to be Democrats, but 
we think this policy is wrong. We had 
enough votes—not to get cloture, but 
to establish a significant majority. I 
know some of our colleagues over there 
who are loyal to the party and to the 
President who don’t like a bit what he 

is asking of the American people now, 
and asking of us, labeling this bill as a 
porkbarrel thing. 

I can’t get the word ‘‘surrender’’ out 
of my mind. 

I sit on the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and I was at a conference com-
mittee of the House and the Senate the 
other night, and the ranking Repub-
lican on the House side said the Demo-
crats want to surrender just when Gen-
eral Petraeus is coming in—surrender. 
This bill is our stand, the American 
stand. It begins to set a timetable for 
us to come home—not to run away 
from our responsibilities. Our responsi-
bility has been more than met. But we 
are even willing to leave enough of a 
cadre there to say: OK, we will help the 
Iraqis learn to defend themselves. We 
will help the Iraqis to reconstruct their 
society. We will help even to do some 
counterterrorism and counterin-
surgencies. 

It is time to come home. It is time to 
come home, and I hope the President of 
the United States will follow the de-
mands of the American people and a 
major number of people who oppose 
where we are, a huge majority. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SALAZAR). The Senator from Minnesota 
is recognized. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. President, I was 
in Iraq this weekend, and I was there in 
December, right before Christmas, with 
my friend, Senator NELSON of Florida. 
Our meetings at that time took place 
in the shadows of the 2006 Congres-
sional elections and in the wake of the 
much anticipated Iraq Study Group re-
port. During each of our visits at that 
time, the atmosphere exuded a feeling 
of transition, a desire to get out of the 
constant struggle of lateral movement 
to a feeling of longing for a new strat-
egy, long overdue in Iraq. On January 
10, we learned the details of that new 
strategy. It wasn’t exactly what many 
of us expected and it raised some par-
ticular concerns for me. Two weeks 
earlier when I was in Iraq, I met with 
the National Security Adviser for the 
Prime Minister of Iraq, Dr. al-Rubaie, 
and he told Senator NELSON and me he 
didn’t think sectarian violence was the 
biggest problem in Iraq. To express 
that kind of denial was incredulous. 
Senator NELSON and I kind of looked at 
each other. His comments reflected to 
me at that time that I didn’t think the 
Iraqi Government had the commitment 
to reconciliation needed to warrant an 
increase in U.S. forces in Baghdad and 
in an area wracked by sectarian civil 
war. 

So at the time I stated the idea of 
sending an additional force of 20,000 
troops into Baghdad, into the lion’s 
den of sectarian violence without any 
additional commitment from the Iraqi 
Government was something I did not 
feel I could support. Because of the 
duty we share as Members of this delib-
erative body, I put myself on record ex-
pressing my views. I wasn’t popular 
with a lot of my constituents. I joined 
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the senior Senator from Virginia, a col-
league whom I respect so deeply on 
military matters, the former chairman 
of the Armed Services committee, and 
I cosponsored his resolution expressing 
the concern over the proposed surge in 
Baghdad. 

A slightly modified version of his res-
olution came before the full Senate on 
February 5, a little over 2 months ago. 
Although my colleagues in the major-
ity at that time sought to limit our op-
portunity to amend this legislation 
through procedural maneuvering, I be-
lieved I had a duty to follow my con-
science and I supported the procedural 
motion to move forward on that resolu-
tion. I joined many of my colleagues, 
mostly on the other side of the aisle, in 
voting for cloture on this resolution on 
February 5. 

Here we are, 2 short months later, 
and how the debate has changed. I will 
talk a little bit about what I have seen 
in Iraq but how the debate has 
changed. I thought I would take a brief 
moment to remind some of my col-
leagues across the aisle what they went 
on record as supporting on February 5. 
On February 5, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle said: We respect 
what S. 470 said, we respect the con-
stitutional authorities given to the 
President, that the President shall be 
Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States. Here we are 
2 months later making an attempt to 
limit his constitutional authority to 
exercise his fundamental constitu-
tional duties. 

On February 5, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle said the resolu-
tion they supported should not be in-
terpreted as precipitating any imme-
diate reduction in, or withdrawal of, 
the present level of forces. 

Here we are, 2 short months later, 
picking an arbitrary withdrawal date 
without the consent of our com-
manders on the ground and advocating 
a pullout. 

On February 5, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle stated their be-
lief that ‘‘the U.S. should continue vig-
orous operations in Anbar province.’’ 
And here we are 2 short months later 
and we are trying to pull our forces out 
and leave the Sunnis in Anbar alone to 
deal with the terror of al-Qaida. 

On February 5, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle stated their be-
lief that ‘‘a failed state in Iraq would 
present a threat to regional and world 
peace.’’ I don’t know that many who 
have studied this issue would disagree 
with that notion. And here we are 2 
short months later essentially working 
to ensure that this frightening pros-
pect materializes. 

On February 5, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle commended our 
troops in the field, agreeing that they 
have served our country ‘‘with the 
bravery and professionalism consistent 
with the finest traditions of the U.S. 
Armed Forces.’’ But here we are today, 
reflecting on comments that they have 
‘‘lost’’ the war in Iraq. 

Most importantly, on February 5, my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
stated their belief that the U.S. 
‘‘should not take any action that will 
endanger U.S. military forces in the 
field, including the elimination or re-
duction of funds for our troops.’’ Here 
we are 2 months later, conditioning 
that funding on withdrawal timelines 
to handcuff our military leaders, delay-
ing the delivery of resources our forces 
need. 

One of the things I heard in Anbar 
Province from a Marine general was 
that they needed these V-shaped 
humvee vehicles to protect against 
IEDs. Regular humvees are flat and 
they take the full force of a blast. With 
the use of these V-shaped humvee bot-
toms, we have not had many casual-
ties. This bill the President will veto 
has about 8,000 of those V-shaped vehi-
cles that we need. 

I supported that resolution in Feb-
ruary, but I did not support the bill be-
fore us today. It is unfortunate that 
the majority in this body has decided 
to utilize this important piece of legis-
lation to attempt to set us on a course 
for failure in Iraq. When I say that, it 
is true this bill contains a lot of impor-
tant things for our military, our vet-
erans. But it is unconscionable that 
our veterans would be used as pawns in 
a political game, where the majority 
seeks to ensure failure in Iraq at all 
costs. That is what happens when you 
say it is lost, when you tell the enemy 
this is when we are withdrawing. I 
think our soldiers and our families de-
serve better. 

My recent trip to Iraq underscored 
the fact that while we face formidable 
challenges, there are also glimmers of 
hope. General Petraeus said that to me 
in Baghdad on Saturday. He showed me 
the charts of the declines in the death 
squads and sectarian violence in Bagh-
dad. He talks about the sheiks in 
Anbar Province coming over and fight-
ing shoulder to shoulder with us 
against al-Qaida in Iraq. 

When I visited Iraq this weekend, I 
traveled to Taqaddum in Anbar Prov-
ince, between Fallujah and Ramadi, 
and Talil, in south central Iraq. I also 
spent time in Baghdad. We have some 
Minnesota National Guard in Talil and 
Taqaddum. We have a long way to go. 
It is certainly too early to tell whether 
our new strategy, including the surge 
in troops, is succeeding at the level set 
out by the President. Even General 
Petraeus has said that. Certainly our 
headlines here at home still echo the 
horrific suicide bombs and insurgent 
attacks we have sadly grown to expect 
when we read the morning paper. This 
is an enemy with resolve. It under-
stands the impact of those actions on 
the American people. 

General Petraeus told me and others 
in this body that he will come back to 
us in September—his troops are not all 
deployed at this point in time—and he 
can show the progress and the decline 
in the killings and sectarian violence. 
He talked about the elimination of 

some of the killing cells and some of 
their leadership. He will come back in 
September with the Ambassador, whom 
I also had dinner with that night, to 
discuss the situation. They will tell us 
whether they have succeeded in pro-
viding the stability in Baghdad that 
will allow the process of reconciliation 
to move forward more aggressively. He 
used the phrase many times that ‘‘the 
clock in Washington ticks much faster 
than in Iraq.’’ We know that. He did 
say military action cannot win this 
war. But my colleagues on the other 
side, when they quote that, don’t quote 
the other half of the sentence. He said 
it is 20 percent military action, but you 
cannot do the other 80 percent unless 
you are successful in the military ac-
tion. He is clear about that. I believe 
General Petraeus and the troops he 
commands deserve to be given the time 
they need before we arbitrarily decide 
the war is lost. 

I continue to have my doubts about 
the Iraqi leadership. I met with the 
Prime Minister of Iraq, and he told me 
he was annoyed by a statement by the 
Secretary of Defense regarding the 
need to bring Sunnis more into their 
Government. His comment was that 
the Shia is a majority and it would un-
dermine the democracy, tell the major-
ity what they have to do. I said: Re-
spectfully, I serve in the Senate. In the 
Senate, we protect in this country 
against one of the enemies of democ-
racy, which is the tyranny of the ma-
jority. That is what has to go into the 
reconciliation in Iraq. I don’t believe, 
as I listened to him, that he has the 
kind of commitment yet we need to 
make reconciliation successful. So that 
is of concern. 

For us in this body, it is hard to 
think that giving a voice to the minor-
ity would constitute undermining de-
mocracy. We know the perils of a tyr-
anny of the majority, which Alexis de 
Tocqueville defined in 1835, and that 
Madison and Hamilton alluded to in 
the Federalist Papers. The fact we are 
still trying to persuade the Prime Min-
ister that he has to do a better job of 
reaching out to his own countrymen 
makes it hard for me to be optimistic. 

Despite these challenges, the atmos-
phere in my meetings last weekend was 
so different than what I saw in Decem-
ber. The brave American civilians who 
are executing the diplomatic compo-
nents of our strategy have a new sense 
of mission. I met with State Depart-
ment folks—two of them—at breakfast 
Saturday morning. They are part of 
the new PRT. They are about to go 
Anbar Province, and they are reading 
in the paper that the war is ‘‘lost’’ and 
they are going out into Anbar Province 
to work on the reconstruction of Anbar 
and Fallujah. They are just about to 
begin their mission with a sense of 
hope, and shame on us if we dash it 
here. Some of the Iraqi leaders I was 
with reacted strongly in an opposite di-
rection from the Prime Minister and 
clearly understood our commitment is 
not open-ended. Certainly, the coura-
geous men and women in the field told 
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me to relay to my colleagues this war 
is not lost. Let me be very clear. I sat 
in meetings with members of the Min-
nesota National Guard—by the way, I 
am unhappy about their tours of duty 
being extended. They and their fami-
lies heard in the press that they were 
being extended. I complained about 
that to the Army and received an apol-
ogy. In spite of that, they stood up and 
said to me: Use our names. Tell the 
Senate the war is not lost. 

MAJ Brian Melton, from Moorhead, 
MN, said: Tell the Senate the war is 
not lost. Lieutenant Martin of the 
1/34th Support Battalion in Talil, Iraq, 
wants the Senate to know the war is 
not lost. These soldiers talked about at 
one point it being kind of the Wild 
West in Anbar Province and it is being 
transformed. 

I wish my colleagues would have 
heard the story from LTC Gregg Parks 
of Walker, MN. He told me about a sui-
cide bomber who came into a town 
called Habbaniyah, and he veered into 
a crowd coming out of a mosque, blew 
himself up, and wounded or killed 
many Iraqis. Not a single American 
shed blood in that attack; yet our sol-
diers lined up to give blood. The next 
day, the mayor and local sheiks came 
in and gave the names of al-Qaida 
operatives and pledged to work side by 
side with our troops to drive al-Qaida 
out of Iraq. I wish my colleagues could 
have heard COL David Elicerio, com-
mander of the 1/34 Brigade Combat 
Team of the Minnesota National 
Guard. He told me about the ‘‘adopt a 
highway’’ program his men and women 
have implemented with the local 
Iraqis. He said the local sheiks came in 
and identified where there were two 
IEDs. 

There are many challenges that lie 
ahead, probably too many to name 
here. I don’t see the situation in Iraq 
through rose-colored glasses and I am 
not trying to paint an unrealistic pic-
ture. The violence we have see over the 
past weeks in places like Baqubah re-
minds us all too well of the struggles 
we face. 

I know the American public has run 
out of patience on this war. I don’t 
know what the next round of letters to 
the editor will look like, or the attack 
ads on moveon.org for the vote I cast; 
but I am committed to stemming the 
flow of terrorism, not handing al-Qaida 
a victory they will be able to use to 
strengthen their forces and hurt and 
kill more Americans. 

This bill we passed, with the timeline 
for surrender, doesn’t make America 
safer. I am not for an open-ended com-
mitment or a blank check, but as Gen-
eral Petraeus has said, you have to 
have a plan B. If the Iraqis don’t do 
what they need to do for reconcili-
ation, we are going to figure out a way 
to get Americans out of the crosshairs 
of that civil war. Some say we will be 
in Kuwait or some other area. General 
Petraeus told me he has to refuel his 
helicopters three times to get back 
into Baghdad, and if there is a ‘‘Rwan-

da’’ in Baghdad, we are not going to be 
able to do anything about it. We will 
redeploy our troops if this surge 
doesn’t work, put them outside the 
center area. 

In the end, they may have to look at 
a plan B. But that decision will come 
soon. General Petraeus said: Let me 
come back in September. Perhaps that 
is not soon enough for the American 
public, but the decision we made today, 
the statement that the war is ‘‘lost,’’ 
the decision to set into place a time-
table for surrender, doesn’t help us pro-
vide an opportunity for reconciliation 
to occur in Iraq, or for there to be 
greater stability in the region, and it 
will let al-Qaida have a victory. A 
timetable for surrender hurts our war-
riors on the front line. It is a path I 
could not follow, one America shall not 
follow. Let us come back with a dif-
ferent supplemental and let us give our 
warriors the money they need to fight 
the war that has to be fought. Let us 
do that quickly. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader is recognized. 
f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

SERGEANT JOSEPH M. TACKETT 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask the Senate to pause for a moment 
today in loving memory and honor of 
Sgt. Joseph M. Tackett of Whitehouse, 
KY. Sergeant Tackett was tragically 
killed on June 23, 2005, in Baghdad 
while serving his country in the U.S. 
Army. He was 22 years old, and the re-
cipient of numerous awards including 
the Bronze Star. 

Not long after Sergeant Tackett’s 
death, his body returned home to John-
son County, KY, and family, neighbors 
and friends came to pay their respects 
at his flag-draped casket in the John-
son County Middle School gymnasium. 
Even the kindergarten students at his 
old elementary school to whom he 
wrote letters remembered him that day 
as a friend and a hero. 

Joe ‘‘was just very excited and en-
thusiastic about protecting a country 
he loved,’’ says Nellie Bowen, Joe’s 
third-grade teacher. ‘‘He had a pride in 
our country that we sometimes miss.’’ 

It was Ms. Bowen’s class of kinder-
gartners that Sergeant Tackett wrote 
to, becoming their overseas pen pal 
even while serving in Iraq. He replied 
to every letter they sent him, and even 
came to the school to speak to the chil-
dren after his first tour of duty. 

Mr. President, when you know this 
about Sergeant Tackett, you can see 
why so many in Johnson County 
turned out to support the Tackett fam-
ily after the loss of their brother and 
son. 

That Sergeant Tackett excelled in 
the Army is no surprise. He embraced 
his duty to serve with the same vigor 
and passion he displayed for so many 
activities in his short but full life. 

‘‘He looked at everything with enthu-
siasm,’’ Joe’s mother, Kathy Tackett, 

tells us. ‘‘He was so looking forward to 
the future, [and] he was always plan-
ning for the future.’’ 

As a child, Joe turned this infectious 
enthusiasm to many activities, includ-
ing music. He was the singer for a 
Christian band and also a budding en-
trepreneur. 

High-profile musicians didn’t often 
include Whitehouse on their tours. But 
Joe filled the gap by producing rock 
concerts locally, showcasing local 
bands. 

His love for music persisted to his 
time in Iraq. While there, he befriended 
Iraqi college students and introduced 
them to American rock music. Joe 
made friends so easily this way, he 
even exchanged emails with Iraqis 
while back home in Kentucky between 
tours. 

Joe graduated from Johnson Central 
High School in 2000 and even then held 
dreams of one day becoming a soldier. 
He attended Big Sandy Community and 
Technical College, and then the ter-
rorist attacks of 9/11 happened. Joe en-
listed a month later. 

He was assigned to the 1st Battalion, 
76th Field Artillery, 4th Brigade Com-
bat Team of the Third Infantry Divi-
sion based at Fort Stewart, GA. He saw 
the Army as a way to learn new things 
and gain new experiences, and he de-
voured each new experience with ex-
citement. 

Sent to Iraq and Afghanistan for his 
first tour of duty, Joe learned new 
skills and new proficiencies. He took 
online classes while serving in Iraq to 
get his college degree. He took any 
training that became available and was 
always open to opportunities for self- 
improvement. 

‘‘Joe wanted to travel . . . he was cu-
rious about other countries, other 
lands,’’ Kathy Tackett says. Joe called 
his mother once from the Middle East 
telling her he was standing in a 
mosque. ‘‘There’s not many people who 
have ever done this, Mom,’’ she remem-
bers him saying with pride. 

Sergeant Tackett was deployed a sec-
ond time in January 2005. His assign-
ment was to escort visiting dignitaries 
through the heavily fortified Green 
Zone in Baghdad. Even while under-
taking this important mission, he still 
found time to write e-mails to his fam-
ily back home. ‘‘He was interested in 
so many things,’’ Kathy Tackett re-
calls. ‘‘I can’t imagine the person that 
he would have become, if he would’ve 
had more years.’’ 

Sergeant Tackett’s families may 
never know the answer to that ques-
tion. But I think we know Joe would 
have tackled anything he did with en-
ergy and with enthusiasm, as he did 
throughout his life. 

Sergeant Tackett leaves behind a 
loving family. He is loved and remem-
bered by his mother, Kathy, his father, 
Wendell, his brother, Sam, his sister, 
Michelle Spencer, his nieces Hailey 
Tackett and Shawna Spencer, and 
other beloved family members. 

Mr. President, no words we can say 
today will ease the pain of the Tackett 
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family. I know they are still searching 
for answers. But I hope the reverence 
and respect this Senate shows Sergeant 
Tackett will remind them that he lived 
and served as a hero, and his country 
will forever honor and remember his 
sacrifice. 

I ask my colleagues to keep the fam-
ily of SGT Joseph M. Tackett in their 
thoughts and prayers. I know they will 
be in mine. 

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

1ST LIEUTENANT SHAUN M. BLUE 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, it is with a 
heavy heart and deep sense of gratitude 
that I honor the life of a brave young 
man from Munster. Shaun Blue, 25 
years old, died on April 16 while de-
ployed in Al Anbar Province on Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom. With his entire 
life before him, Shaun risked every-
thing to fight for the values Americans 
hold close to our hearts, in a land half-
way around the world. 

Shaun was a lifelong Hoosier, grad-
uating among the top 10 students of his 
class from Munster High School in 2000. 
He joined the military because, as his 
high school principal said, ‘‘He was one 
of those kids who did things everyone 
else was afraid to do.’’ His valor over 
the course of his service in Iraq exem-
plifies Hoosier values and courage. His 
track and field coach at Munster High 
described Shaun as a mentally tough 
kid saying, ‘‘The fact that he chose the 
career path that he did didn’t surprise 
me. It was perfectly suited for him.’’ 

Shaun was killed by an improvised 
explosive device while serving his 
country in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 
He was a member of the 2nd Battalion, 
7th Marine Regiment, 1st Marine Divi-
sion, I Marine Expeditionary Force, 
based in Twenty-nine Palms, CA. 

Today, I join Shaun’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 
we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Shaun, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 

Shaun was known for his dedication 
to his community and his love of coun-
try. Today and always, Shaun will be 
remembered by family members, 
friends, and fellow Hoosiers as a true 
American hero, and we honor the sac-
rifice he made while dutifully serving 
his country. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Shaun’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: 

We cannot dedicate, we cannot consecrate, 
we cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. 

This statement is just as true today as it was 
nearly 150 years ago, as I am certain that the 
impact of Shaun’s actions will live on far 
longer that any record of these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Shaun M. Blue in the official RECORD 
of the Senate for his service to this 
country and for his profound commit-
ment to freedom, democracy, and 
peace. When I think about this just 
cause in which we are engaged and the 
unfortunate pain that comes with the 
loss of our heroes, I hope that families 
like Shaun’s can find comfort in the 
words of the prophet Isaiah who said, 
‘‘He will swallow up death in victory; 
and the Lord God will wipe away tears 
from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Shaun. 

PRIVATE FIRST CLASS DAVID NEIL SIMMONS 
Mr. President, it is with a heavy 

heart and deep sense of gratitude that 
I honor the life of a brave young man 
from Kokomo. Neil Simmons, 20 years 
old, was killed on April 8th while de-
ployed in Baghdad, when his convoy 
encountered an improvised explosive 
device and insurgent fire. He had been 
in Iraq for less than 2 weeks. With his 
entire life before him, Neil risked ev-
erything to fight for the values Ameri-
cans hold close to our hearts, in a land 
halfway around the world. 

Neil attended Kokomo’s North-
western High School and followed the 
example set by his father and uncle by 
enlisting in the Army a few months be-
fore graduating in 2005. He enjoyed the 
structure of the military and felt a 
sense of duty to serve his community 
and country. His father described Neil 
as ‘‘an avid outdoorsman who was 
happy and always had plenty of 
friends.’’ 

Neil was killed while serving his 
country in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 
He was a member of the 2nd Battalion, 
69th Armor Regiment, 3rd Brigade 
Combat Team, 3rd Infantry Division, in 
Fort Benning, GA. Neil’s father re-
flected on his son’s death, asking, 
‘‘What’s the odds of, among 160,000 
troops your only child is there 1 week 
and gets killed?’’ Private First Class 
Simmons leaves behind his father, 
David, and uncle, Jim Simmons. 

Today, I join Neil’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 
we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Neil, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 

Neil was known for his dedication to 
his family and his love of country. 
Today and always, Neil will be remem-
bered by family members, friends, and 
fellow Hoosiers as a true American 
hero, and we honor the sacrifice he 
made while dutifully serving his coun-
try. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Neil’s sacrifice, I am re-

minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: 

We cannot dedicate, we cannot consecrate, 
we cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. 

This statement is just as true today 
as it was nearly 150 years ago, as I am 
certain that the impact of Neil’s ac-
tions will live on far longer that any 
record of these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of David Neil Simmons in the official 
RECORD of the United States Senate for 
his service to this country and for his 
profound commitment to freedom, de-
mocracy, and peace. When I think 
about this just cause in which we are 
engaged, and the unfortunate pain that 
comes with the loss of our heroes, I 
hope families like Neil’s can find com-
fort in the words of the prophet Isaiah 
who said, ‘‘He will swallow up death in 
victory; and the Lord God will wipe 
away tears from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Neil. 

SPECIALIST JASON J. BEADLES 
Mr. President, it is with a heavy 

heart and deep sense of gratitude that 
I honor the life of a brave young man 
from La Porte. Jason Beadles, 22 years 
old, died on April 11th while deployed 
in Baghdad on Operation Iraqi Free-
dom. With his entire life before him, 
Jason risked everything to fight for 
the values Americans hold close to our 
hearts, in a land halfway around the 
world. 

Jason has been a lifelong Hoosier, 
graduating from La Porte High School 
in 2003. He had been interested in tech-
nical engineering throughout high 
school, earning his welding certificate 
from A.K. Smith Career Center before 
graduating. Army Specialist Beadles 
enlisted in the Army as an engineer 
after the attacks of 9/11. His valor over 
the course of his service in Iraq exem-
plifies Hoosier values and courage. He 
decided to enlist because as his welding 
instructor put it, ‘‘he was always con-
cerned about other people.’’ Jason en-
joyed the military, and he believed 
that throughout all the hardships they 
faced he and his company were helping 
the Iraqi people. 

Jason died while serving his country 
in Operation Iraqi Freedom. He was a 
member of the 887th Engineer Com-
pany, 326th Engineer Battalion, 101st 
Airborne Division (Air Assault), in 
Fort Campbell, KY. 

Today, I join Jason’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 
we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Jason, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 
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Jason was known for his dedication 

to his community and his love of coun-
try. Today and always, Jason will be 
remembered by family members, 
friends, and fellow Hoosiers as a true 
American hero, and we honor the sac-
rifice he made while dutifully serving 
his country. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Jason’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: 

We cannot dedicate, we cannot consecrate, 
we cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. 

This statement is just as true today 
as it was nearly 150 years ago, as I am 
certain that the impact of Jason’s ac-
tions will live on far longer that any 
record of these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Jason J. Beadle in the official record 
of the United States Senate for his 
service to this country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy, and peace. When I think about 
this just cause in which we are en-
gaged, and the unfortunate pain that 
comes with the loss of our heroes, I 
hope families like Jason’s can find 
comfort in the words of the prophet 
Isaiah who said, ‘‘He will swallow up 
death in victory; and the Lord God will 
wipe away tears from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Jason. 

PRIVATE FIRST CLASS RICHARD P. 
LANGENBRUNNER 

Mr. President, it is with a heavy 
heart and deep sense of gratitude that 
I honor the life of a brave young man 
from Fort Wayne. Richard 
Langenbrunner, 19 years old, was killed 
on April 17 while deployed in 
Rustamiyah, Iraq. With his entire life 
before him, Richard risked everything 
to fight for the values Americans hold 
close to our hearts, in a land halfway 
around the world. 

Richard was a lifelong Hoosier, grad-
uating from Northrop High School in 
2006. He completed basic training this 
past January and was deployed just a 
few weeks later. He is remembered for 
his love of people, life, and adventure. 
‘‘He was so happy and excited about his 
future before he graduated,’’ said a 
former classmate. ‘‘He joined the mili-
tary because he wanted to drive a 
tanker.’’ Richard enlisted in the Army 
just before graduating high school. His 
valor over the course of his service in 
Iraq exemplifies Hoosier values and 
courage. 

Richard died while serving his coun-
try in Operation Iraqi Freedom. He was 
a member of the 2nd Battalion, 69th 
Armor Regiment, 3rd Brigade, 3rd In-
fantry Division, stationed in Fort 
Benning, Georgia. 

Today, I join Richard’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 

we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Richard, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 

Richard was known for his dedication 
to his community and his love of coun-
try. Today and always, Richard will be 
remembered by family members, 
friends and fellow Hoosiers as a true 
American hero, and we honor the sac-
rifice he made while dutifully serving 
his country. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Richard’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: 

We cannot dedicate, we cannot consecrate, 
we cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. 

This statement is just as true today 
as it was nearly 150 years ago, as I am 
certain that the impact of Richard’s 
actions will live on far longer than any 
record of these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Richard P. Langenbrunner in the of-
ficial RECORD of the Senate for his 
service to this country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy, and peace. When I think about 
this just cause in which we are engaged 
and the unfortunate pain that comes 
with the loss of our heroes, I hope that 
families like Richard’s can find com-
fort in the words of the prophet Isaiah 
who said, ‘‘He will swallow up death in 
victory; and the Lord God will wipe 
away tears from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Rich-
ard. 

STAFF SERGEANT BRADLEY D. KING 
Mr. President, it is with a heavy 

heart and deep sense of gratitude that 
I honor the life of a brave young man 
from Gas City. Bradley King, 28 years 
old, was killed on April 2 while de-
ployed in Al Amiriyah, Iraq, when a 
roadside bomb exploded near his 
Humvee. With his entire life before 
him, Bradley risked everything to fight 
for the values Americans hold close to 
our hearts, in a land halfway around 
the world. 

Bradley attended Mississinewa High 
School, enlisting in the National Guard 
in 1997, a year before his graduation in 
1998. Bradley enjoyed the military and 
felt a sense of duty to serve his com-
munity and country. The day before he 
was deployed, Bradley told his mother 
that he felt ‘‘called to serve in the 
military for his country.’’ His aunt de-
scribed Bradley as ‘‘a responsible 
young man determined to do his best 
for the people he loved.’’ 

Bradley was killed while serving his 
country in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 

He was a member of the 2nd Battalion, 
152nd Infantry Regiment, 76th Infantry 
Brigade, Marion, IN. Master Sergeant 
Bill Wallen, King’s supervisor, told 
local media, ‘‘he was a heck of a human 
being, he’s what everybody else needs 
to be in this world.’’ Staff Sergeant 
King leaves behind his wife Adrian and 
15-month-old son, Daethan. 

Today, I join Bradley’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 
we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Bradley, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 

Bradley was known for his dedication 
to his family and his love of country. 
Today and always, Bradley will be re-
membered by family members, friends 
and fellow Hoosiers as a true American 
hero, and we honor the sacrifice he 
made while dutifully serving his coun-
try. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Bradley’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: 

We cannot dedicate, we cannot consecrate, 
we cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. 

This statement is just as true today 
as it was nearly 150 years ago, as I am 
certain that the impact of Bradley’s 
actions will live on far longer than any 
record of these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Bradley D. King in the official 
RECORD of the Senate for his service to 
this country and for his profound com-
mitment to freedom, democracy and 
peace. When I think about this just 
cause in which we are engaged, and the 
unfortunate pain that comes with the 
loss of our heroes, I hope that families 
like Bradley’s can find comfort in the 
words of the prophet Isaiah who said, 
‘‘He will swallow up death in victory; 
and the Lord God will wipe away tears 
from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Brad-
ley. 

SPECIALIST CODY A. PUTMAN 
Mr. President, it is with a heavy 

heart and deep sense of gratitude that 
I honor the life of a brave young man 
from Lafayette. Cody Putman, 22 years 
old, was killed on April 11th while de-
ployed in Baghdad on Operation Iraqi 
Freedom. With his entire life before 
him, Cody risked everything to fight 
for the values Americans hold close to 
our hearts, in a land halfway around 
the world. 

Cody was a lifelong Hoosier, grad-
uating from Twin Lakes High School in 
2003. He is remembered for his love of 
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people, life, and adventure. ‘‘He was 
someone who was always looking to 
have a good time with others,’’ said a 
former teacher. ‘‘He joined the mili-
tary because of the teamwork.’’ Cody 
enlisted in the Army after high school, 
and his valor over the course of his 
service in Iraq exemplifies Hoosier val-
ues and courage. A month before he 
died, Cody had been home on leave for 
2 weeks vacationing with his family in 
Florida. Cody is survived by his father, 
Harry Putman, and his mother, Pam 
Mow. He also leaves behind his wife, 
Molly Putnam, 20, and 3-year-old 
daughter Madelyn. 

Cody died while serving his country 
in Operation Iraqi Freedom. He was a 
member of the 1st Squadron, 40th Cav-
alry Regiment, 4th Brigade Combat 
Team, 25th Infantry Division, based in 
Fort Richardson, AK. 

Today, I join Cody’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 
we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Cody, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 

Cody was known for his dedication to 
his community and his love of country. 
Today and always, Cody will be remem-
bered by family members, friends, and 
fellow Hoosiers as a true American 
hero, and we honor the sacrifice he 
made while dutifully serving his coun-
try. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Cody’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: 

We cannot dedicate, we cannot consecrate, 
we cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled here, 
have consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will little 
note nor long remember what we say here, 
but it can never forget what they did here. 

This statement is just as true today 
as it was nearly 150 years ago, as I am 
certain that the impact of Cody’s ac-
tions will live on far longer that any 
record of these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Cody A. Putman in the official 
record of the United States Senate for 
his service to this country and for his 
profound commitment to freedom, de-
mocracy, and peace. When I think 
about this just cause in which we are 
engaged, and the unfortunate pain that 
comes with the loss of our heroes, I 
hope families like Cody’s can find com-
fort in the words of the prophet Isaiah 
who said, ‘‘He will swallow up death in 
victory; and the Lord God will wipe 
away tears from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Cody. 

SPECIALIST ERIC R. SIEGER 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today I 

wish to pay tribute to SPC Eric R. 

Sieger of Layton, UT, who died of inju-
ries suffered while conducting oper-
ations in Iraq. He was a remarkable 
young man who overcame much adver-
sity in his life. On March 9 of this year, 
he would have turned 19 years old. 

Part of the 1st Cavalry Division, Spe-
cialist Sieger was also a member of a 
very special family. I understand that 
his parents, Wolfgang and Krista, have 
15 children, 6 of whom were adopted, 
including the Specialist. Early life was 
not easy for the Specialist but that all 
changed when he was adopted at the 
age of 11 by the loving Sieger family. 

I have been informed that Specialist 
Sieger enjoyed running, being with his 
friends, building and fixing things. He 
had a girlfriend whom he met while 
stationed at Fort Hood, TX. Shortly 
before his passing, Specialist Sieger 
was able speak to his mother on the 
phone. His mother said, ‘‘They spent 
most of the time laughing and joking 
with each other.’’ 

Specialist Sieger’s father said, ‘‘He 
was dutiful in wanting to do what is 
right.’’ 

Undoubtedly, this led him to become 
a member of the Civil Air Patrol as a 
teenager and enlist in the Army at 17. 
Military service is a calling for other 
members of the Sieger family, as well. 
Currently, one of his sisters is also de-
ployed to Iraq, another sister is pre-
paring to deploy, and a brother is a 
member of the Air National Guard. 

I would like to conclude my remarks 
by quoting the words of Specialist 
Sieger’s mother and father. Krista 
Sieger stated, ‘‘He felt since he was in 
the Army, since he took the oath, he 
has to do everything he was asked to 
do. And he did.’’ Wolfgang Sieger said, 
‘‘I would call him a hero. He is defi-
nitely a hero in my sight. I honor him 
as a hero.’’ 

I do not know of any higher praise 
that parents could give a son in mili-
tary service. Specialist Sieger and his 
family will always be in my prayers. 

SERGEANT FIRST CLASS DOUGLAS C. STONE 
Mr. President, I wish to honor one of 

Utah’s fallen sons, SFC First Class 
Douglas C. Stone. 

SFC Stone had a lifelong connection 
to our Nation’s military. His father 
served in the Air Force. Yet, SFC 
Douglas Stone joined the Army Re-
serve later in life. As his mother Dolo-
res Feigley said about her son, ‘‘I think 
he was the oldest at boot camp.’’ 

However, his maturity was only to be 
an asset to his country, which was af-
firmed when he became a full-time re-
servist. Over the past 6 years, SFC 
Douglas Stone assisted in the prepara-
tion of reservists from the 96th Re-
gional Readiness Command for deploy-
ments in support of Operations Endur-
ing Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. As my 
good friend, MG Peter S. Cooke, the 
commanding officer of the 96th Re-
gional Readiness Command said about 
SFC Stone ‘‘There wasn’t a unit or in-
dividual sent from our headquarters 
that SFC Stone did not personally as-
sist in preparing for their mobilization 
or deployment.’’ 

This was not the first time SFC 
Douglas Stone had gone in harm’s way 
for his country. He also was a part of 
the fuel re-supply effort during the 
First Gulf War. 

However, his life’s most important 
work undoubtedly was as a family 
man. Sergeant First Class Stone was 
husband to his wife, Mary, and father 
to two boys Nathan, 13, and Cameron, 
10. 

SFC Douglas Stone was also a mem-
ber of Fort Douglas’s Honor Guard. I 
understand that Rick Edginton, one of 
his fellow Honor Guardsmen who par-
ticipated at his friend’s funeral said, 
‘‘for me, probably one of the toughest 
moments was when I was standing at 
the head of the casket and I looked 
over to the side and I saw a note from 
his sister on the flowers that were 
there. It said, ‘‘To Doug, my brother, 
and my Hero.’’’’ 

No truer words have been written. 
SFC Douglas Stone was a hero. He 

served his country with pride and an-
swered its call when it needed him 
most. All of Utah shall remember him 
and will be praying for this hero and 
his family. 

SERGEANT BRANDON A. PARR 

Mr. President, today I wish to pay 
tribute to SGT Brandon A. Parr. Ser-
geant Parr was a member of the 630th 
Military Police Company and gave his 
life with two other servicemembers 
when their vehicle was struck by an 
improvised explosive device. 

There are certain pictures that define 
a time and a moment in our Nation’s 
history. Such examples can be found in 
the raising of Old Glory over Mount 
Suribachi, Iwo Jima. I respectfully sub-
mit that a picture taken during Ser-
geant Parr’s funeral should be added to 
that category. In that photo, Sergeant 
Parr’s wife, Shannah, is seen holding 
the hand of their young son, Nicholas. 
Nicholas, standing on some steps, is 
wearing the camouflage uniform of an 
American soldier—a young son’s trib-
ute to his fallen father. This is an 
image that I will remember for all my 
days and a fitting tribute to a true 
hero. 

Sergeant Parr enlisted in the Army 
in 2003, and this was his second tour in 
Iraq. He was involved in one of the 
most critical tasks in this war: train-
ing Iraqi police and providing security 
to the Iraqi people. By all accounts, 
Sergeant Parr preformed these assign-
ments at the highest standards of our 
Nation’s military. 

Shannah Parr said of her husband, 
‘‘He was very laid back and very funny. 
He made everyone feel good.’’ 

His mother, Teota Dangel said, ‘‘I 
think he would have gone (to Iraq) 
even if he knew this was going to be 
the outcome.’’ Words like this can only 
be spoken of a true hero and patriot. 

Sergeant Parr and his entire family 
will always be in my prayers. 

CORPORAL STEPHEN KOWALCZYK 

Mr. President, I wish to pay tribute 
to CPL Stephen Kowalczyk, a member 
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of the 1st Calvary Division, who re-
cently lost his life while on patrol in 
Iraq. 

Upon learning of about his life, I was 
struck by all the adventures that Cor-
poral Kowalczyk had undertaken. He 
had been the captain of the swim team 
at Macalester College, traveled exten-
sively throughout Europe, the Middle 
East, including working as a handyman 
in Jerusalem. I understand that he 
even leapt from an iceberg and swam in 
the frigid waters of the Arctic Ocean. 
Clearly, this was a young man that 
seized all that life had to offer. 

Three years ago, at the age of 29, he 
began a new adventure and joined the 
Army. According to his family he loved 
it. 

During a recent memorial service in 
Iraq, one of his comrades SSG Richard 
Coombes stated: ‘‘He was a man who 
taught me that there was still beauty 
in our everyday life, even in Iraq. I 
looked at him and wondered if he had 
already figured life out. He was in such 
peace and harmony.’’ CPT Kevin Brad-
ley would often notice that Corporal 
Kowalczyk would look from the roof- 
tops at the area around him. When 
asked why, he reportedly would reply, 
‘‘You should see it up here. It’s beau-
tiful.’’ Another friend remembered him 
as ‘‘a gentle, kind soul, I cannot think 
of anybody who did not love this man.’’ 

And yet he never forgot why he was 
deployed to Iraq—to help the Iraqi peo-
ple. This commitment was reflected in 
the letters that he would write home 
asking for history books that he could 
give to Iraqis that he met, and pencils, 
notepads, and Hershey bars for Iraqi 
children. 

What a fine man. What an extraor-
dinary life. 

I will always remember him and his 
family in my prayers. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

NELSON of Nebraska). The Senator 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following my 
remarks, Senator DORGAN be recog-
nized to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I stand 
today in strong support of H.R. 1591, 
the congressional supplemental bill. In 
casting our votes on this important 
measure, all of us must ask a funda-
mental question: Do we support a 
change in course in Iraq or do we want 
more of the same? 

This supplemental bill delivers over 
$100 billion in necessary funding, an in-
crease of $4 billion over the President’s 
request for our military forces in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, fully meeting the 
President’s request. More important, 
the bill establishes a change in course 
for our policy in Iraq by transitioning 
the mission of American troops away 
from involvement in a growing civil 

war to a more targeted mission, one fo-
cused on counterterrorism, training 
and equipping Iraqi forces, and force 
protection for American troops. 

The supplemental bill that was voted 
on today offers a path away from the 
current quagmire in Iraq, a state of 
bloodshed and chaos which is straining 
the U.S. Army, diverting our attention 
from a resurgent al-Qaida in Afghani-
stan and elsewhere, and finally sacri-
ficing too many of our finest men and 
women. 

We must never forget the enormous 
personal sacrifices our troops are asked 
to make every day. As of today, 162 
Pennsylvanians and more than 3,300 
Americans as a whole have given their 
lives in Iraq, with tens of thousands 
more suffering lifelong injuries, includ-
ing amputations, severe burns, and 
traumatic brain injuries. On Monday, 
nine members of the 82nd Airborne Di-
vision gave their lives when a suicide 
bomber infiltrated their outpost in 
Diyala Province, the deadliest single 
attack on U.S. forces in Iraq since De-
cember 2005. 

We pray today for our fallen heroes— 
today and always—but we also pray for 
ourselves that we may be worthy of 
their valor. 

Our troops have done all they can. 
They have deposed Saddam, and they 
fought insurgents and foreign terror-
ists. They spent the last 4 years 
partnering with their Iraqi counter-
parts in a courageous effort to estab-
lish the foundation for democracy and 
a free society. They have been asked to 
mediate disputes and protect innocent 
civilians as targets in a crossfire of a 
civil war. 

So our troops have done their part. 
Now it is time for the Congress and the 
White House to do their part. As re-
tired military generals, experienced 
diplomats, and scholars with intimate 
knowledge of Iraq have declared and as 
a bipartisan Iraq Study Group con-
cluded just last winter, any success in 
Iraq requires a political and diplomatic 
solution and cannot be achieved 
through military might alone. 

Just ask General Petraeus, who, upon 
assuming his new command in March, 
declared: 

There is no military solution to a problem 
like that in Iraq, to the insurgency of Iraq 
. . . A political resolution of various dif-
ferences . . . will determine, in the long run, 
the success of that effort. 

GEN Barry McCaffrey recently re-
turned from his latest trip to Iraq. One 
of our most widely respected former 
military officers, General McCaffrey 
fought in Vietnam with distinction, 
commanded a division in the gulf war 
in 1991, and led U.S. operations in 
Latin America. He submitted a formal 
report on his trip, which is very sober 
reading. One line stands out for me, 
and I quote from General McCaffrey’s 
report: 

No Iraqi Government official, coalition sol-
dier, diplomat, reporter, foreign nongovern-
mental organization, nor contractor can 
walk the streets of Baghdad, nor Mosul, nor 

Kirkuk, nor Basra, nor Tikrit, nor Najaf, nor 
Ramadi, without heavily armed protection. 

This supplemental bill provides the 
Congress and the White House a chance 
to do their part to ensure success in 
our mission in Iraq. It brings to an end 
the ‘‘stay the course’’ mentality that 
defined our approach for the past 4 
years in at least three ways. 

First, the supplemental revises our 
mission in Iraq away from policing a 
civil war toward training and equip-
ping Iraqi security forces, protecting 
U.S. forces, and conducting targeted 
counterterror operations. 

Second, it initiates a phased rede-
ployment of our troops no later than 
October 1 of this year, with a goal of 
removing all combat troops by April 1 
of next year. These steps were called 
for in the bipartisan Iraq Study Group 
and represent the will of the American 
people. I am pleased that the Congress 
is finally following suit. 

Third, the supplemental at least 
holds the Iraqi Government account-
able by setting measurable and achiev-
able benchmarks on the Iraqi Govern-
ment for ending the sectarian conflict, 
political reconciliation, and improving 
the lives of ordinary Iraqis. 

If the Iraqi Government refuses to 
meet these benchmarks, they will put 
at risk future U.S. assistance and the 
continued presence of U.S. troops. We 
have repeatedly seen past benchmarks 
established by the Bush administration 
and the Iraqi Government come and go 
without progress and without con-
sequence. Just this week, a revealing 
article in USA Today highlighted the 
growing lack of confidence among Iraqi 
Parliamentarians in the al-Maliki gov-
ernment, and one legislator was quoted 
as saying: 

This government hasn’t delivered and is 
not capable of doing the job. 

This bill, once and for all, establishes 
a series of accountable benchmarks. 

Finally, the supplemental recognizes 
the toll this war has taken on our uni-
formed military, especially the Army 
and Marine Corps. It establishes a set 
of troop-readiness standards that es-
tablish minimum levels between de-
ployments for our troops and limits the 
duration of those deployments. 

The legislation includes a Presi-
dential waiver authority, but it would 
require the President to certify that 
the continued strain on our military 
forces is in our national interest. These 
provisions will force the President to 
think long and hard about the impact 
of the Iraq war on the readiness of our 
military to handle other pressing chal-
lenges, including the need to fight and 
kill al-Qaida terrorists wherever we 
find them. 

The congressional debate that has 
helped produce this supplemental bill 
has been attacked by the President and 
his supporters. However, our Secretary 
of Defense last week described our de-
bate as helpful in ‘‘communicating to 
the Iraqis that this is not an open- 
ended commitment.’’ 

Two of my distinguished colleagues, 
on a recent visit to Baghdad, explicitly 
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informed Iraqi leaders that growing 
congressional pressure on the need for 
a phased redeployment signified that it 
was time for the Iraqi Government to 
get serious and start taking the hard 
steps needed for political reconcili-
ation, including a fair distribution of 
oil revenues. Without the steps this 
Congress has taken, without the pres-
sure it has applied, the Maliki regime 
would continue to be receiving an 
open-ended blank check from the 
White House, with our soldiers paying 
the ultimate price. 

The President has regrettably chosen 
to distort and malign our intentions in 
sending him the bill that is before us 
today. I wish to take a few minutes to 
briefly address those charges and dem-
onstrate why it is the President—the 
President—and not the Congress who 
has cynically held hostage the funding 
and well-being of our troops. 

First, the President has repeatedly 
charged that our military forces need-
ed the supplemental funding imme-
diately and any delay to pass the sup-
plemental in his exact specifications 
would harm their readiness. A number 
of my colleagues already cited authori-
tative research from the Congressional 
Research Service that demonstrates 
that the needed funding is available to 
the U.S. Army from mid to late July— 
let me say that again, mid to late 
July—without jeopardizing the war ef-
fort. However, there is a much larger 
cynicism at play here. There would be 
no need for a supplemental bill at all if 
this President had submitted an hon-
est, regular budget request for this fis-
cal year. 

Four years into the war, this admin-
istration should be able to tell the 
American people how much the war in 
Iraq cost. Yet the administration has 
refused to incorporate wartime costs 
into his regular budget request, instead 
seeking to finance our operations in 
Iraq and Afghanistan through a series 
of supplemental bills. Of course, the 
President doesn’t want to do that be-
cause regular appropriations requests 
are subject to greater public and con-
gressional scrutiny. 

Financing the war through supple-
mental bills also allows the President 
to better hide the impact of the war on 
our Federal budget. It is not surprising 
that a President who has run up the 
largest deficits in modern history 
would want to hide that fact. Doing so 
on the backs of our troops is out-
rageous. 

So the President is plain wrong when 
he attacks the Congress on supple-
mental funding for our troops in Iraq. 
The reality is that we have exceeded 
the President’s request and on a time-
table which is quicker than that of the 
previous Congress controlled by the 
President’s party. 

If the President chooses to veto this 
bill, it is he—it is he—who is pro-
longing this process and denying nec-
essary funds to our young men and 
women in uniform. If the President had 
been honest with the Congress and the 

American people on the true cost of 
this war from the very beginning, we 
would not have needed this supple-
mental bill. 

The second claim the President has 
made over and over again in recent 
weeks is that this supplemental bill is 
larded up with porkbarrel spending 
that is unrelated to our military oper-
ation in Iraq and Afghanistan. Yet, 
once again, the President is distorting 
both his own actions and those of Con-
gress for crude political gain. We 
should not forget that the President’s 
original request for supplemental fund-
ing also included funds not related to 
the war in Afghanistan and in Iraq. The 
President’s request included money for 
debt relief in Kosovo, cultural ex-
changes, and assistance to refugees in 
Burundi. The President keeps calling 
for a clean bill, yet his own request to 
the Congress included extra items with 
no connection to Iraq or Afghanistan. 
In light of the President’s request, the 
Congress, acting as an independent and 
equal branch of Government, engaged 
in its own deliberations and deter-
mined other emergency priorities that 
required funding through this supple-
mental bill. 

This President seems to think that 
the Congress exists merely to follow 
his orders and that it should not exer-
cise any independent judgment. This 
may have been the case with our prede-
cessors but not with this Congress and 
not with this Senator. We were elected 
by the people of our States, and we re-
port to them, not the President and not 
the Vice President. So the Congress 
acted to ensure additional funding for a 
number of key priorities. 

The President has broadly tarred 
these projects as ‘‘egregious 
porkbarrel.’’ Does the President believe 
that label applies to the $1.2 billion in 
funds for accelerated production of 
mine-resistent vehicles so our soldiers 
have a better chance of surviving IED 
attacks? Does he believe that label ap-
plies to $2.1 billion to better provide 
health care for our veterans? Does he 
believe that $650 million to help with 
the children’s health insurance short-
fall in 14 States is frivolous spending? I 
could also talk about the funding for 
victims of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
and our farmers and on and on. 

This supplemental bill, agreed upon 
by the House and the Senate, is a re-
sponsible effort that guarantees the 
funds our troops need, provides funding 
for other critical emergency priorities, 
and sets a badly needed change in 
course in Iraq. 

In conclusion, our policy in Iraq is 
not working, and it must change if we 
are to salvage our mission and seek to 
leave behind a functioning government 
in Baghdad that can defend its national 
borders and contain internal violence. 
It is time to recognize the reality of 
Iraq as it is today, get our mission 
right, and allow our troops to begin 
coming home with the honor they de-
serve. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
TESTER be recognized following my 
presentation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
Senate has passed a piece of legislation 
that includes funding for our troops 
who are committed to action in Iraq 
and other parts of the world, especially 
Iraq and Afghanistan. I expect there 
will be no controversy about the issue 
of funding, although we have provided 
more funding for the soldiers than re-
quested by the President, but there are 
other portions of the legislation that 
are controversial. I understand that. 
But I wish to talk about something 
that has not been talked about nearly 
enough as we send our soldiers to war. 

William Manchester wrote a book 
called ‘‘The Glory and the Dream.’’ I 
remember, when I read that book, 
thinking about what an unbelievable 
commitment this country made during 
the Second World War. We have now 
been at war in Iraq longer than we 
were at war in the Second World War. 

Let me take a couple of brief com-
ments from ‘‘The Glory and the 
Dream,’’ written by Manchester, about 
what this country did during the Sec-
ond World War. 

This country geared up. Its factories 
were humming. Rosie the Riveter was 
riveting, and we had output from our 
factories that was nearly unbelievable 
in support of the war effort. There was 
rationing. There were all kinds of 
things happening in which the country 
supported the war effort and supported 
the soldiers. 

Let me quote: 
From an initial keel-to-delivery time of 

over 200 days, Henry Kaiser cut the average 
work time on a liberty ship to 40 days. In 
1944, he was launching a new escort aircraft 
carrier every week, and they were turning 
out entire cargo ships in 17 days. During the 
first 212 days of 1945, they completed 247 
cargo ships, better than 1 a day. 

That is what this country mobilized 
to do during the Second World War. 

From the same book, ‘‘The Glory and 
the Dream,’’ quote: 

In the 5 years following the French col-
lapse, America turned out: 296,000 warplanes, 
102,000 tanks, 2.4 million trucks, 8,700 war-
ships, and 5,400 cargo ships. 

Now, why did that happen? Because 
this country mobilized. This country’s 
factories were humming. 

At a meeting, Joseph Stalin observed 
to the American President—the Amer-
ican President, FDR, Joseph Stalin, 
and Winston Churchill. Stalin said: We 
couldn’t win this war without Amer-
ica’s production. 

This country mobilized. 
Now, let me read something. Just un-

derstanding that in 1944, we were pro-
ducing 4,000 warplanes a month, 50,000 
warplanes a year, let me read some-
thing. Colonel Hammes came and testi-
fied last year at a policy committee 
hearing I chaired, and here is what he 
said: 
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Since the improvised explosive devices ex-

ploded in Iraq in the summer of 2003, we as a 
country have known— 

I am quoting him— 
we have known there are better and safer ve-
hicles available than the armored 
HUMVEE—for instance, the M–1117 armored 
security vehicle. Yet in 3 years, the Pen-
tagon has purchased less than 1,000 of them. 
I find it remarkable that a Nation that could 
produce 4,000 warplanes a month during 
World War II can produce 45 armored vehi-
cles per month today. 

Continuing to quote: 
We didn’t ask soldiers to invade France in 

1944 with the inferior equipment they had in 
1941. Why are we asking our soldiers and Ma-
rines to use the same armor that was insuffi-
cient in 2003? It’s simple. The administration 
has refused to dedicate the resources nec-
essary to make it happen. It is content to let 
our troops ride in inferior vehicles. 

Continuing to quote: 
The administration has failed to replace 

and maintain the equipment necessary for 
the units to be ready for other potential op-
erations, although our units lack equipment 
to train, our repair depots are working single 
shifts and 5 days a week. The American peo-
ple haven’t refused to provide what our peo-
ple need in the battlefield, the administra-
tion has refused to ask for the funding. The 
failure to provide our best equipment is a se-
rious moral failure on the part of our leader-
ship. 

Now, why do I raise this question 
today? In the Second World War, in 
1944, we were producing 4,000 warplanes 
a month, and yet we have not mobi-
lized. We have sent troops abroad to go 
to war, but the message here at home 
is to go shopping. Troops go to the war, 
we go to the mall. We haven’t mobi-
lized. 

Let me read to you a letter dated 1 
March 2007. This is from the Marine 
Commandant about a vehicle called the 
MRAP vehicle, the mine-resistent am-
bush-protected vehicle, a vehicle that 
is much stronger than the humvee, 
much safer than the humvee our sol-
diers are now riding in in Iraq on pa-
trol. 

This is from the Marine Corps Com-
mandant, in his memorandum to the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 

The MRAP vehicle has a dramatically bet-
ter record of preventing fatal and serious in-
juries from attacks by improvised explosive 
devices. We estimate that the use of the 
MRAP could reduce the casualties in vehi-
cles due to IED attacks by as much as 80 per-
cent. 

Now, think of that, 3,325 U.S. troops 
have been killed in Iraq, and 70 percent 
of those casualties have come as a re-
sult of IEDs. The Commandant of the 
Marine Corps says the MRAP vehicle 
would save 80 percent of those casual-
ties. Eighty percent. No marines have 
died in 300 separate attacks on MRAP 
vehicles by IEDs, according to BG John 
Allen, deputy commander of coalition 
forces in Anbar Province—300 attacks 
on MRAP vehicles and no marines have 
died. 

Now, why do I raise all this? Well, we 
need about 6,700 of these MRAP vehi-
cles if this country is intending to pro-
vide the best equipment for our troops 

who are on patrol in Iraq. Until recent 
months, we were producing about 45 a 
month. Let me say that again. We are 
sending soldiers to war, and there is a 
vehicle that the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps says will save 80 percent 
of the lives now being lost in these IED 
explosions because this is a much safer 
vehicle than the humvee. It is called 
the MRAP. But we are not mobilized to 
produce the MRAP. No one has said: 
This is urgent, let’s provide the best 
equipment for these soldiers. 

So what did we do? Well, in the 2007 
Omnibus appropriations bill, we added 
money. Yes, we in Congress added 
money for it. In the bill we just voted 
for today, we added money for it be-
cause the President wasn’t requesting 
sufficient money. We have a need for 
6,700 of them. The administration, with 
all of their requests, would fund less 
than a third of that. In their 2008 budg-
et request, which would take effect 
next October, once again it is under-
funded. 

Let me show a picture, if I might, a 
photograph of what is called the MRAP 
vehicle. Three versions of the MRAP. 
The Defense Department experts say 
that soldiers on patrol, riding in this 
version of the MRAP 80 percent of the 
soldiers who would otherwise lose their 
lives from IED explosives will be saved. 
Think of that. With 300 attacks against 
this vehicle, not 1 life has been lost. 
Yet we have soldiers patrolling in Iraq 
with vehicles much less safe, and 70 
percent of the 3,325 troops who have 
been killed have been killed as a result 
of IEDs, riding in vehicles that are not 
as safe as this vehicle, and until re-
cently we were producing 45 a month. 
That is unbelievable. A country that 
could send everyone into its factories 
and have those factories humming 
three shifts a day and produce 4,000 
warplanes a month and a liberty ship a 
day, every single day, the country that 
won the Second World War with its 
prodigious productions, supporting its 
wonderful troops, that country can’t 
mobilize? This President can’t ask that 
country to mobilize? We have to stick 
money in this supplemental bill above 
the President’s request in order to say 
that this is a priority, this is urgent, 
this is about saving the lives of sol-
diers? 

Again, I raise the question because 
we are at war. Yet you would hardly 
know it, with respect to the daily lives 
most of us lead. In the Second World 
War, it wasn’t that way. Yet we have 
been at this war longer than the Sec-
ond World War. In the Second World 
War, here is what we produced—the 
might of American production, in 
which a nation came together to say 
that we are going to support our troops 
and beat back the forces of fascism and 
defeat Adolf Hitler and where we pro-
duced 296,000 warplanes—think of it— 
and 8,762 warships. We didn’t do that 
working one shift a day. We didn’t do 
that making 45 MRAPs a month. This 
country mobilized then, but it is not 
mobilized now. 

So we passed a piece of legislation 
here today. It has some areas the 
President says will persuade him to 
veto it. I assume this is not one of 
those areas. The President didn’t re-
quest this funding for MRAPs. He 
should have. He didn’t request enough 
funding in the coming fiscal year. He 
should have. If this country is going to 
send its soldiers to war, then we, all of 
us in this country, have an obligation 
to send them to war with the very fin-
est equipment available to protect 
them and to help them. Regrettably, 
that is not now the case. 

Early on in this war, I received e- 
mail pictures, photographs from Iraq, 
from soldiers showing me their 
humvees with welded pieces of metal 
on the doors, metal they pulled out of 
a scrap heap and welded to a door to 
try to strengthen it because those 
humvees weren’t up-armored. Even 
now, much later, when all of the 
humvees on patrol are up-armored, we 
know there is a much safer vehicle that 
will save, we think, 80 percent of the 
fatalities that now exist through IEDs. 
There is no excuse—no excuse, in my 
judgment—for our not having three 
shifts at every plant available to 
produce these vehicles and get them to 
our soldiers in Iraq and save these 
lives. That is what we did in this sup-
plemental appropriations bill. 

When anyone talks about undercut-
ting or undermining soldiers, I refer 
them to this. This was the first time, 
today, in which this Congress said to 
the President and said to the country 
we are going to mobilize. We insist 
that if we send soldiers to war, we want 
them to go to war with the finest 
equipment available with the potential 
to save their lives. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-

BUCHAR). The Senator from Montana is 
recognized. 

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I 
rise today to express my support for 
the conference report on the emer-
gency supplemental appropriations bill 
we passed early this afternoon. This 
bill needs to be signed by the Presi-
dent. It will do a lot of good for a lot 
of people in this great country. It will 
not only help our troops serving in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, but also millions of 
Americans who have suffered over the 
last year due to drought and the after-
math of Hurricane Katrina. 

This bill has nearly $7 billion for 
cleanup and recovery on the gulf coast, 
which is, 18 months later, still dealing 
with the aftermath of Hurricane 
Katrina. There is $1.8 billion for vet-
erans health care in this supplemental, 
to give our veterans the care they de-
serve when they return from serving 
our Nation. It contains $3.5 billion for 
agricultural assistance, assistance that 
is desperately needed. I have heard 
from several farmers in Montana about 
the drought and how it has devastated 
their farms and how they are barely 
hanging on. 

Tom Lightner, a farmer and rancher 
from north of Choteau, MT, grows 
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wheat, barley, and alfalfa, and he used 
to run some cattle. But the continuing 
drought has hurt his operation. The 
reservoir near his operation, Bynum 
Reservoir, has been almost empty for 
the past 5 years because of this 
drought, and in 2005 Tom had to sell off 
his 120 head of cattle he used to run on 
his ranch. In February of this year, 
Tom wrote me this letter. What it says 
is: 

I am writing to you in need of your assist-
ance. I own and operate a small farm and 
ranch north of Choteau. Because of the con-
tinuing drought conditions in this area, 
making it from one year to the next has been 
a real challenge. In my present cir-
cumstances, it may become impossible [to 
stay in business]. 

Now Tom is in danger of losing his 
crop insurance and is looking for help 
from me, and from us, and from the 
President, to help him through these 
difficult times. 

Another farmer in Montana, from 
Dagmar, wrote about conditions last 
year during the growing season. He 
writes that it is a foggy morning, no 
meaningful precipitation, but it cooled 
down some, which is good news in the 
heat of summer with little moisture. 
But the damage was done. Some of the 
late seeding re-crop had the top half of 
the head burnt right off. 

What does that mean, in a nutshell? 
He is not going to cut much of a crop 
and it is not going to have much qual-
ity when he does get it in the bin. What 
does that mean in reality? That means 
no money to pay expenses, to pay for 
insurance, to pay for heating, to pay 
for seeding costs; no money to buy gro-
ceries, to pay that operating loan or 
mortgage loan. 

That is why it is so critically impor-
tant that the President of the United 
States sign this supplemental. Farmers 
and ranchers in Montana and through-
out this country have suffered long 
enough. They have dedicated their 
lives to feeding the world, and it is the 
very least we can do to provide them 
with the assistance they need to keep 
going. 

Before I finish, I want to talk a little 
bit about our great men and women 
who are serving in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. They have done everything we 
have asked and they have done it very 
well. This supplemental bill also gives 
our troops all the funding they need, 
and more, to meet the needs not ad-
dressed by the President’s request. It 
provides a plan to get our troops out of 
the Middle East in this civil war they 
find themselves engaged in, and back 
to fighting the real war, the war on 
terrorism. 

It sets a goal, not a deadline, of being 
out of Iraq by the spring of 2008. But it 
allows our troops to continue to train 
the Iraqi security forces, to conduct 
operations against terrorist groups, 
and to protect United States assets. 
This is hardly handcuffing the Presi-
dent of this country. This is a respon-
sible plan to continue our fight against 
terrorism while getting our troops out 
of this Iraqi civil war. 

For these reasons, I urge the Presi-
dent of the United States to sign this 
emergency supplemental into law. No 
more excuses, sign the supplemental. 
Our troops, our farmers, the people of 
this country, deserve no less. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I 
understand we are in morning business, 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

f 

BIPARTISANSHIP 
Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I 

came to the floor today to express my 
surprise that any Member of this body 
could attempt to characterize the cur-
rent political situation as one in which 
the administration is failing to work 
with Congress. Any realistic discussion 
of today’s political climate must 
revolve around the fact that the cur-
rent majority has refused to work in 
any meaningful way with the minority 
party. The most blatant example of 
this is in the use of cloture by the ma-
jority leader to avoid consensus on the 
consideration of legislation. 

In the 110th Congress, the majority 
leader so far has filed 24 cloture mo-
tions. During the same timeframe in 
the first session of the 109th Congress, 
Republicans had only filed five cloture 
motions. In the 108th Congress, by this 
date Republicans had only filed five 
cloture motions. 

Just as surprising were the cir-
cumstances that surrounded General 
Petraeus’s briefing yesterday. What I 
found remarkable was the original in-
stinct of the Speaker of the House and 
our Senate majority leader was to 
avoid meeting the general here on Cap-
itol Hill. Can you imagine that? The 
most important issue of our day is Iraq 
and the man we unanimously approved 
to lead our efforts is not worth their 
time to hear from? The only expla-
nation for this is that the disdain felt 
by the majority in working with the 
minority and the administration was 
also extended to working with our 
military. 

Of course, once it was clear that 
there was public outcry in not meeting 
General Petraeus, they relented. But 
what was also evident is there was an 
effort to avoid actually believing any-
thing the general had to say about the 
situation on the ground. General 
Petraeus is not giving us information 
that has been filtered through some po-
litical process. He is giving a factual 
and sobering account of what is hap-
pening, block by block, in Iraq. 

Yet the other side of the aisle, with a 
few exceptions, wants to cover their 

ears and not listen to the facts. They 
would rather pretend they know what 
is going on in Iraq rather than hear it 
from the general again. 

The situation in Iraq is a dynamic 
and ever-changing one, and after yes-
terday’s briefing, it is more clear to me 
than ever that we must resist arbitrary 
deadlines to our fight in Iraq. 

But my Democratic colleagues would 
rather play politics with our men and 
women in the field and score a few 
points for the far left wing of their 
party. They would rather play politics 
on the Senate floor than work to pass 
meaningful legislation. 

I ask the majority leader and the 
other side of the aisle to put politics 
aside and do the right thing, work in a 
truly bipartisan manner to do what the 
American people expect us to do. 

This obstruction and unwillingness 
to work in a truly bipartisan effort to 
provide funding to our troops who are 
even now in harm’s way is outrageous 
and disappointing. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

FORMER SPEAKER JOHN O’BRIEN 

Ms. CANTWELL. Madam President, I 
rise today to commemorate and pay 
tribute to the life of a great Washing-
tonian, a great American, and someone 
who in the State of Washington will be 
remembered for his great contributions 
and who will be remembered across our 
country. I am talking about our former 
Washington State Speaker of the 
House, John L. O’Brien, who died this 
past week at the age of 95. Speaker 
O’Brien actually passed away on the 
last day of this year’s legislative ses-
sion, almost an appropriate dedication 
for him for the remembrance of his 
service in our State government. 

I am proud to say John L. O’Brien 
was a good friend, a mentor, and some-
one who imparted a lot of political wis-
dom in the State of Washington. He 
served in our State legislature for 52 
years, from 1939 to 1993, and he served 
as speaker of the house for a chunk of 
that period, 1955 to 1963. He served 
under nine different Governors. At one 
point in time, I believe, he held the 
record in our country for the longest 
serving State legislator. 

He did a tremendous job as majority 
leader; I am sure at times as minority 
leader; as speaker, as I mentioned, 
speaker pro tem. I believe he served on 
every single committee in our State 
legislature. He led our State’s govern-
ment through some great challenges 
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for us and for our country. He literally 
was in office when the United States 
went to declare World War II in 1954. 
He was speaker when the first flight of 
the Boeing 707 was completed. He saw 
the Space Needle completed for the 
World’s Fair that was held in Seattle 
in 1962. He was there when Microsoft 
was founded. He led our State through 
the challenging times responding to 
Mount St. Helen’s eruption in 1980. And 
he was there to lead our celebration as 
Washington State celebrated our 100th 
anniversary as a State in 1989. 

But John O’Brien also was a man who 
thought about the future, and he has 
an unending list of accomplishments 
that literally touched the lives of thou-
sands of Washingtonians. He changed 
the course of history in our State by 
his generosity, by his leadership, by his 
commitment, his inspiration. 

I know my remarks will not do him 
justice, but I just want to say that he 
did a lot in a time and period of mak-
ing sure that despite the lofty position 
he held in the house, he never lost 
track of what the constituents of his 
district and of our State cared about. 
He worked on property tax relief for 
seniors and low-income individuals. He 
fought for prescription and over-the- 
counter drug information labeling so 
that seniors knew what kind of prod-
ucts they were purchasing. He was a 
champion of State employee collective 
bargaining and workplace safety 
issues. He sponsored Washington 
State’s first clean air act. That might 
sound like something lots of people do, 
but he actually sponsored that legisla-
tion in 1940. So he was ahead of his 
time in thinking about Washington 
State’s environment and how to pre-
serve the pristine quality of life that is 
so important to us. 

He helped to establish one of the first 
programs in the Nation to commit a 
percentage of our construction budget 
for the creation of art. He helped save 
and restore Franklin High School. He 
worked to make sure we established a 
drug-free zone and got legislation 
passed removing the sales tax from 
items sold at charitable auctions. 

John O’Brien represented one of the 
most diverse neighborhoods in Seattle, 
an area called the Rainer Valley. The 
Rainer Valley began as an Irish and 
Italian community of immigrants, and 
with Speaker O’Brien’s leadership, it 
helped to incorporate various waves of 
new immigrants from various commu-
nities: the Chinese-American commu-
nity, Japanese, Filipino, African Amer-
ican, Orthodox Jews, Vietnamese, East 
African, and Hispanic citizens. Now, it 
is, as I said, one of the most diverse 
areas of our State. 

When the Seattle Times ran a story 
about Speaker O’Brien’s life and how 
his values were shaped, they said: 

Mr. O’Brien was just 7 years old when his 
Irish immigrant father, a detective with the 
Seattle Police, came home after a particu-
larly tough day on the job. He turned to his 
eldest son and asked, rhetorically, ‘‘What 
will ever become of you if something hap-
pens to me?’’ 

Two years later his father was shot 
and killed while on duty. That left the 
young Mr. O’Brien to help his mother, 
also an Irish immigrant, care for their 
siblings. By the time he was a teen-
ager, he was bringing home a paycheck 
as a truckdriver for Keefe’s Grocery in 
Rainier Valley. He went on to start his 
own accounting firm. 

The Seattle Post-Intelligencer 
quoted former Governor Dan Evans, 
who knew John O’Brien well, who said: 

He knew how to lead and occasionally 
when things got rambunctious, he had to 
have a heavy gavel to get things back in 
order. 

Evans remembered one time when he 
challenged an O’Brien ruling, O’Brien 
slammed his gavel down so hard the 
head snapped off. 

While O’Brien was a fiscally conserv-
ative Democrat, he understood what 
the role of the speaker required of him. 
He was always ready to have a good 
time. 

I remember that if there was ever 
anybody who captured the saying, 
‘‘when Irish eyes are smiling,’’ it was 
John O’Brien because he had a twinkle 
in his eye and a way to get people en-
gaged. When I entered the State legis-
lature at the age of 28, I was the young-
est member at the time, and he was the 
most senior member of our legislature. 
Knowing of my Irish heritage back-
ground, he got me to commit to him 
that I would participate in St. Pat-
rick’s Day celebrations in his office by 
doing the Irish jig if, in fact, he pro-
duced someone with a bagpipe. 

Well, unbeknownst to me, our sec-
retary of state, Ralph Monroe, of Scot-
tish heritage, had such bagpipes stored 
in his office and was quite frequently 
seen in the halls of Olympia playing 
the bagpipes. So on St. Patrick’s Day I 
did participate in Speaker O’Brien’s St. 
Patrick’s Day celebration, as did our 
secretary of state, Ralph Monroe, and 
many others. 

I hope to this day that there is not a 
picture of my rendition of my Irish 
heritage dance. But I know I will al-
ways remember on St. Patrick’s Day 
John O’Brien and his great service and 
his heritage in our State. 

On the last two pages of his biog-
raphy, ‘‘Speaker of the House,’’ Speak-
er John O’Brien sums up his philosophy 
on how to survive in a legislature. He 
said: 

Do your best, count the votes, and, win or 
lose, move on to other pressing issues. 

He said: 
It might stay with you for a while, but as 

far as being disappointed, you cannot let it 
remain as a personal matter because there’s 
always another rollcall. There’s always an-
other day. 

We can find inspiration in Speaker 
O’Brien’s service as we face tough leg-
islative issues here and as we face our 
vote today. No matter on what side of 
the political aisle you stand, we can all 
join in honoring the inspiration from 
others who have served and honoring 
the life of Speaker John L. O’Brien for 
his lifetime of public service. 

My thoughts are with his family: his 
wife Mary, their six children, John 
O’Brien, Jr., Laurie, MaryAnn, Karen, 
Jeannie, and Paul, and to their grand-
children. 

John O’Brien was a great Washing-
tonian, a great citizen of our country, 
and we will miss him, and we will try 
to live up to his accomplishments and 
to his legacy. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Ms. MURKOWSKI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1236 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN O’BRIEN 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
come to the floor this afternoon to 
take a couple of minutes to speak and 
to honor the life and legacy of a great 
leader from my home State of Wash-
ington. He was the former Speaker of 
the House, John O’Brien, and he passed 
away just this past weekend. 

It is no exaggeration to say that 
John O’Brien had one of the longest 
and most accomplished careers of any-
one who served in our Washington 
State Legislature. I was really lucky to 
have an opportunity to work with him 
when I was in the Washington State 
Senate and he was serving in the 
House. He was one of those people 
whom, whenever he walked into a 
room, everyone noticed. I always 
thought he was just so tall, but then I 
am only 5 feet tall, so to me he was 
tall. But it is amazing to me how many 
people say that his stature brought the 
respect of everyone who ever met him, 
and it certainly was true for me and for 
so many of us. 

As Speaker of the House, he was 
known to be very tough but always 
fair. He was always firm, and he was al-
ways compassionate. I think I learned 
most from him that when you know 
the rules and use them for the better-
ment of all people, that is the kind of 
power which leaves you with a legacy 
everybody admires. 

John leaves us many legacies. He 
leaves us a record of long and distin-
guished service in the State legisla-
ture. There is a building on our capitol 
grounds in Washington State that 
bears his name. He leaves behind laws 
that made our State a better place to 
work, to live, and to raise a family. 
Most importantly, he left a legacy of 
service that lives on in all of us who 
were lucky enough to serve with him 
and to be inspired by his leadership. It 
is the kind of legacy that any elected 
official would be proud of. 
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On this sad occasion, I extend my 

condolences to his family, to his many 
friends, and to all of us who served 
with him. We will not forget his legacy. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
f 

IRAQ SUPPLEMENTAL 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, re-
cently we learned the Ohio National 
Guard could face early redeployment. 
We learned the National Guard is being 
asked to train without the proper 
equipment. Our Guard will do the job 
well regardless of the circumstances, 
but it is wrong to send them to Iraq 
with incomplete training and inad-
equate equipment and with insufficient 
downtime. 

The supplemental passed today 
echoes what many of us in Congress 
and military families across the coun-
try have been saying: We need a new 
direction for Iraq. Make no mistake, 
we take a backseat to no one in sup-
porting the brave men and women 
fighting in Iraq. We absolutely support 
their families. However, more of the 
same is not a plan for our troops and 
will not end this war in Iraq. This war 
has made our world and our country 
less safe. The Iraq war has cost 142 
Ohioans their lives. It has wounded an-
other 1,000 Ohioans. 

Congress will continue to fight for 
our Nation’s military by working to 
see they have the resources and sup-
port they need and leadership they de-
serve. The supplemental did that 
today. The supplemental fully funds 
and fully supports our troops, while es-
tablishing conditions that will bring 
our troops home. It provides des-
perately needed funding to the VA, 
something the President simply has 
not asked for, to help care for the hun-
dreds of thousands of new veterans cre-
ated by this war. 

In the Veterans’ Committee yester-
day, we heard from families about trag-
edy after tragedy, from families who 
have lost loved ones in this war, who 
didn’t get the proper care from the VA 
because of underfunding, who didn’t 
get the proper direction when they re-
turned home from Iraq because the 
White House simply did not schedule in 
the way they should have the kind of 
help for returning Iraqi veterans. If the 
President won’t take responsibility for 
those failures and lead our troops 
home, then Congress must. We owe it 
to our soldiers, sailors, air men and 
women, our marines, and especially to 
their families. 

The President should listen to the 
military leaders and listen to the 
American people and work with Con-
gress to change course in Iraq instead 
of threatening vetoes. I hope the Presi-
dent reads this legislation before he 
makes his final determination whether 
to sign it or whether to veto it. 
Vetoing this legislation would deny 
funding that our military needs and 
that our veterans desperately need, 

such as $99 billion in emergency De-
partment of Defense spending—$4 bil-
lion more than the President re-
quested; $3 billion for mine-resistant, 
ambush-protected vehicles; $4.8 billion 
in military construction in part to 
fund BRAC—$3.1 billion will go to fund-
ing the BRAC 2005 account, and we 
know all over the country how impor-
tant that is; and $1.6 billion for indi-
vidual body armor. 

The President and the Pentagon and 
civilian leaders of this country have 
fallen shamefully short in their fail-
ures to provide the body armor for our 
troops. We have all heard too many 
stories. I have heard them in Steuben-
ville and Toledo and Dayton about sol-
diers’ families telling us they didn’t 
have the proper body armor they need-
ed. 

The VA would get $1.7 billion more 
than the President’s VA proposal. We 
know the VA is underfunded at least 
that much. They have increased only 
about 10 percent in terms of employees 
but have a workload of returning Iraqi 
war veterans of at least 2.5 times that 
number. There is $39 million in our 
supplemental budget for polytrauma- 
related funding. There is $10 million for 
blind veterans programs. There is $100 
million—and this is essential—for VA 
mental health services and $25 million 
for prosthetics. None of those did the 
President include in his request, and 
none of those have we prepared for 
properly in the previous Congress and 
in the White House. 

When we add up the numbers and we 
see 3,300 soldiers and marines in our 
country have lost their lives in the 
Iraq war, when you understand the tens 
of thousands of injuries, we see that 
our VA is simply not prepared. They 
are not prepared for this year and next 
year, let alone for the 50 years down 
the road when taxpayers are going to 
be taking care of these deserving vet-
erans, giving the kind of care that we 
should be providing. We are going to 
see we are not prepared over the next 
50 years to do that, either for health 
treatment or for treatment of mental 
health injuries. 

In addition to the Iraq spending and 
the spending for our Nation’s returning 
veterans, there are other things in this 
emergency spending bill, as there were 
in Republican bills in the past, drafted 
by the White House, passed by the Re-
publican House and Senate. There is 
other crucial emergency spending that 
needs to be dealt with: $1.3 billion for 
Katrina relief, $100 million for FEMA 
and emergency management perform-
ance grants, $425 million for securing 
rural schools, $13 million for mine safe-
ty. We have seen some of the most dan-
gerous times in our Nation’s mines in 
the last couple of years. There is $625 
million for pandemic flu response, 
something public health authorities 
warn us about every week or so here. 
There is $400 million for LIHEAP to 
take care of deserving elderly and indi-
gent who simply cannot afford their 
heating and cooling bills and another 

$683 million for emergency relief 
grants—all that this Congress needs to 
do. 

The President has set our Nation on 
a path that leads in the wrong direc-
tion in Iraq and fails to meet the needs 
of our returning veterans. It is time to 
change paths. I ask again that the 
President of the United States read 
this bill, understand this bill, and un-
derstand how the supplemental bill ad-
dresses the needs our country faces in 
the years ahead. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

SEPARATION OF POWERS 

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, the 
Founders of our country did not believe 
in monarchy. They put up with one 
king for a while and didn’t want to 
have to put up with another one down 
the line. Meeting in Philadelphia about 
220 years ago, about 30 miles from my 
home in Wilmington, DE, our Founding 
Fathers did not invest all power over 
national affairs in our national destiny 
in the hands of any one person. Rather, 
they created a separation of powers. 
They created, as we all know, three co-
equal branches of Government. 

I don’t sit down every day or night 
and actually open the Constitution and 
read it. But every now and then I think 
a review of some of it and its param-
eters is instructive. For those who take 
the time—particularly looking at the 
debate we have had in recent days on 
whether it is appropriate for us to pro-
vide some guidance and expression 
with respect to the expenditure of 
these moneys in the supplemental ap-
propriations, especially in Iraq—it is 
helpful to look at the Constitution and 
get a sense of what our Founding Fa-
thers had in mind. 

In looking at article II in this copy of 
the Constitution, section 2, there is 
about a sentence where it talks about 
the power of the President. This is 
what it says: 

The President shall be Commander in Chief 
of the Army and Navy of the United States, 
and of the Militia of the several States, when 
called into the actual Service of the United 
States. 

That is what it says. You can go back 
a couple pages before that to article I, 
section 8, and our Founding Fathers 
talk about the powers and responsibil-
ities of the legislative branch in this 
regard. Here is what it says, in part: 

The Congress shall have the power To . . . 

Then there are all kinds of things 
listed, such as lay and collect taxes, 
borrow money, regulate commerce, and 
so forth, with foreign nations. It also 
says the Congress shall have the power: 
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To declare War, grant Letters of Marque 

and Reprisal and make Rules concerning 
Captures on Land and Water; 

To raise and support Armies, but no Appro-
priation of Money to that Use shall be for a 
longer term than two years; 

To provide and maintain a Navy; 
To make Rules for the Government and 

Regulation of the land and naval Forces; 
To provide for calling forth the Militia to 

execute the Laws of the Union, suppress In-
surrections and repel Invasions; 

To provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the Militia, and for governing such 
Part of them as may be employed in the 
Service of the United States. 

It goes on and on. 
The point I am trying to make is 

that the Constitution makes it clear 
that there is a division of responsi-
bility, a sharing of responsibilities. 
Part of it lies with the executive 
branch, and a great deal lies with the 
legislative branch. For those of us who 
are trying to figure out which is the 
right side to come down on with re-
spect to these issues, keep in mind the 
words of the Constitution. 

When it comes to charting our Na-
tion’s course in Iraq, all three branches 
of Government do have responsibil-
ities. For the President to go to war in 
Iraq, he had to come to us in Congress 
for approval, for authorization. Now, to 
continue that war he has had to come 
back to the Congress each and every 
year to request and receive approval 
for more funding. 

Both Congress and the Supreme 
Court have exercised oversight over 
this President’s war policies—Congress 
through oversight hearings, and the 
Supreme Court through rulings on con-
stitutional questions concerning the 
detention and interrogation of pris-
oners. That Congress act as a coequal 
branch of Government, and not a 
rubberstamp for decisions made by the 
President, is what the Founding Fa-
thers wanted in 1787. I believe it is 
what most of the American people 
want today. It was, in part, because 
Congress failed in recent years to exer-
cise adequate oversight over the Presi-
dent’s policies in Iraq that the Amer-
ican people went to the polls last No-
vember and demanded a change in this 
body and in the folks in the House of 
Representatives. 

Let’s not debate today, at this mo-
ment, whether Congress has a role to 
play in charting our course in Iraq. We 
do. Let’s not kid ourselves that Con-
gress can meet its responsibilities in 
this regard by continuing to 
rubberstamp the decisions of the Presi-
dent. 

The President has come to Congress 
once again to request continued fund-
ing for the war in Iraq. To put matters 
in the most basic of terms, Congress 
has three options: We can say yes, we 
can say no, or we can say yes, but. 

To simply to say yes, after U.S. pol-
icy and conditions on the ground have 
drifted in the wrong direction for more 
than 3 years, I believe would be to abdi-
cate our responsibility as a coequal 
branch of Government. 

To simply say no, when we have 
troops on the ground in harm’s way, 

would be a betrayal of the very Army 
this Congress is charged by the Con-
stitution to raise and support. 

The responsible action is to respond 
to the President’s request by saying 
yes, but. It is to provide our troops 
with the support they need to perform 
their assigned mission but at the same 
time to exercise our power as a coequal 
branch to begin to change the nature of 
that mission. 

The first part of our response to the 
President—funding the troops—should 
not be controversial. I don’t believe it 
is in this body. The President has re-
quested the funding. We are providing 
that funding for our troops. Indeed, we 
are not only providing what the Presi-
dent requested, we are making some 
additions, particularly to improve the 
care of the wounded when they come 
home. 

The second part of our response to 
the President—seeking a change in the 
nature of our mission in Iraq—should 
not be controversial either. 

There is an old saying: The definition 
of insanity is doing the same thing 
over and over again and expecting dif-
ferent results. We have been approach-
ing the challenges we face in Iraq in es-
sentially the same manner now for 
close to 4 years. Over that time, condi-
tions on the ground have grown pro-
gressively worse. It is clearly time that 
we change our approach. 

Last year, the minority in Congress 
called for such a change. In response, 
the American people, the voters of this 
country, made that minority in Con-
gress last year a majority this year. 
That majority—this majority—has a 
responsibility to the people who elect-
ed us and who pay our keep to follow 
through and demand change from the 
President, from the executive branch. 

The changes that we seek are not 
sudden nor are they rash. They reflect 
the sober assessments and the unani-
mous recommendations of the bipar-
tisan Iraq Study Group, cochaired last 
year ably by Jim Baker, a prominent 
Republican, and former Representative 
Lee Hamilton, a highly regarded Demo-
crat who also served as Vice Chair of 
the 9/11 Commission. 

The Iraq Study Group said we need to 
make it clear to the leaders of the var-
ious factions in Iraq that we are not 
going to be there forever. That is the 
first message we are sending with this 
legislation. 

The President, and some around him, 
equate this with surrender. But his own 
Secretary of Defense, Secretary Gates, 
said otherwise last week. He said the 
fact that Congress is beginning to send 
this message to the leadership in Iraq 
is having a beneficial effect on the 
ground in Iraq. His words, not mine. 

Last year the Iraq Study Group said 
a political settlement between the fac-
tions in Iraq is needed to quell the sec-
tarian violence. The legislation Con-
gress will send to the President today 
or tomorrow establishes benchmarks 
by which Congress and the American 
people can measure the progress of the 

administration and the leadership in 
Iraq toward achieving this political 
settlement. 

The Iraq Study Group said that a dip-
lomatic settlement is needed among 
Iraq’s neighbors to ensure regional sta-
bility. The legislation Congress will 
send to the President this week creates 
a window of opportunity, while our 
forces are transitioned to a new mis-
sion for a regional diplomatic offensive 
aimed at containing Iraq’s sectarian vi-
olence and preventing a broader re-
gional conflict. 

The President does not want to 
change the mission in Iraq. I believe he 
wants to do more of the same. The bi-
partisan Iraq Study Group rejected 
that approach, the American people 
have rejected that approach, and now 
the Congress of the United States is re-
jecting that approach. 

For all who wonder what this debate 
is really about, it comes down to two 
points—one a point of agreement, the 
other a point of disagreement. 

On one point, the Congress and the 
President do agree that we should sup-
port the troops. The way to support the 
troops is for Congress to pass this bill 
and I believe for the President to sign 
it. The funding is all there. 

On one point, Congress and the Presi-
dent disagree. Congress wants to begin 
to change the mission in Iraq. Unfortu-
nately, the President apparently wants 
to do more of the same. We disagree on 
the second point of whether the time 
has come for a change. The question is 
whose view should ultimately prevail. 
The answer is the will of the American 
people should prevail. They are the 
ones paying for this war, not only with 
their dollars, they are paying for it by 
sending their sons and daughters to 
fight, in some cases to be wounded, in 
some cases to die in this war. As they 
told us loudly and clearly at the ballot 
box last fall, the American people want 
a change. Provide our troops with the 
support they deserve and provide the 
American people with the change they 
demand. 

I realize the conventional wisdom 
around here is the President will veto 
this bill, he will send it back to us, and 
then we will all get serious about ham-
mering something out that can become 
law. 

With all due respect, Mr. President, 
this legislation should become law. I 
urge you to drop your veto threat, pick 
up your pen, and sign it. 

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

VIRGINIA TECH SHOOTINGS AND 
KOREAN AMERICANS 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, the 
shootings last week at Virginia Tech 
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touched every American, indeed people 
around the world. Those who were most 
deeply affected, of course, were the 
family and friends of the victims, the 
students who were injured, the entire 
Virginia Tech community. Our hearts 
go out to them as we read each day in 
the papers across this country about 
young lives ended too soon. We mourn 
with the families and their friends and 
students at Virginia Tech. But the rip-
ples of pain of this terrible incident 
reach far beyond Blacksburg, VA. 

Among the others who care are the 
people of the Republic of South Korea, 
Korean Americans and Korean immi-
grants in our Nation. In Seoul, South 
Korea, more than 1,000 people gathered 
last week to sing hymns and pray for 
the victims. Closer to home in Chicago, 
in my State of Illinois, leaders of the 
Korean-American community held a 
candlelight vigil last Thursday at the 
headquarters of the Korean-American 
Association to express their condo-
lences to the families of those who 
died. These vigils were everywhere— 
from Illinois to California to Korea. 
Around the world, sympathy and com-
passion was felt for the victims, their 
families, and Virginia Tech and its 
community. 

In addition, a coalition of Korean- 
American organizations has joined to-
gether to form a foundation to assist 
the families and the Virginia Tech 
community in this time of healing. The 
Korean American Coalition, the Ko-
rean American League for Civic Ac-
tion, the Korean American Students 
Conference, the Mirae Foundation, the 
Southern California Korean College 
Student Association, the Korean Acad-
emy for Educators, the Network of Ko-
rean American Leaders, and others 
have joined to create the Virginia Tech 
Memorial Fund to support those who 
have been affected by the recent trag-
edy. This is another example of the 
amazing compassion communities 
throughout our Nation and the world 
feel for these victims. 

Sadly, some members of the Korean 
community have also shared feelings of 
guilt that they are somehow respon-
sible simply because the Virginia Tech 
gunman, Seung Hui Cho, was Korean. 
Last week, South Korea’s Ambassador 
to the United States, Lee Tae Sik, 
spoke at a candlelight vigil in Fairfax 
County, VA. Through tears, Ambas-
sador Lee said that the Korean-Amer-
ican community needed to repent. He 
even went so far as to suggest that a 
fast by individuals in his community, 1 
day for each of the victims of the Vir-
ginia Tech gunman, would prove that 
Koreans were ‘‘a worthwhile ethnic mi-
nority in America.’’ 

But Korean Americans do not need to 
apologize for the tragedy at Virginia 
Tech. To those members of the Korean- 
American community who have been so 
pained by this terrible tragedy, I re-
peat what one young woman said in the 
Washington Post Special Edition last 
week. She said: 

The actions of Seung Hui Cho are no more 
the fault of Korean Americans than the ac-

tions of the Washington area snipers were 
the fault of African Americans. 

I agree with what she said. The ac-
tions of this 23-year-old young man is 
no more the fault of Korean Americans 
than the fault of every 23-year-old 
young man in our Nation. When will we 
move away from racial tensions that 
sometimes threaten to break apart our 
national community? We are all part of 
a greater community that feels tre-
mendous sorrow and grief, as Ameri-
cans and as human beings, no matter 
what our nationality may be. 

If there are any glimmers of hope to 
come out of these horrible events at 
Virginia Tech, they are, first of all, the 
great courage, faith, and compassion 
demonstrated by these Hokies and the 
extended Virginia Tech family. 

One other glimmer of hope is the fear 
many Korean Americans and Korean 
immigrants have expressed of being 
persecuted and blamed are not being 
realized. Rather than blaming a group 
of people, Americans of all ethnic 
backgrounds are showing a deeper un-
derstanding of what it means to be one 
community to mourn together, to work 
together so that this may never happen 
again. 

One man was responsible for the 
tragedy at Virginia Tech, but we all 
share responsibility to do what we can 
to prevent such a horrific loss from 
ever occurring again. 

f 

STUDENT LOANS 
Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, in 

April, students all across the Nation 
will make final decisions about where 
they want to go to college, and with 
college costs higher than ever, they are 
figuring out how they are going to pay 
for school. For most, the financial aid 
office at their chosen school is their 
only guide through the complex world 
of higher education funding. 

Students are making financial deci-
sions and choosing their colleges. They 
are making decisions, though, that will 
affect them for 20 or 30 years after they 
graduate. They are making these deci-
sions based on what they believe to be 
impartial advice from their future 
school’s financial aid officers. Unfortu-
nately, we have learned over the last 
few weeks, the advice given to many 
may not have always been passed on 
with the student’s best interest in 
mind. 

Where is the student loan industry 
today? Here is where we are: Student 
loans are an $85 billion industry. Lend-
ers have been clamoring to be placed 
on schools’ preferred lenders’ list. Fi-
nancial aid officers of prominent 
schools have been placed on leave over 
allegations of holding significant fi-
nancial interest in the parent company 
of a lender they have been recom-
mending to students. 

A top official at the Department of 
Education’s Federal student aid office 
has been placed on leave after it was 
disclosed that he held a significant 
amount of stock in a parent company 
of a lender. 

Let’s go back in history for a mo-
ment to 1965, the year that Congress 
began guaranteeing loans to needy stu-
dents and paying the interest while the 
student was in school. To entice the fi-
nancial industry to loan money to stu-
dents without a credit history, lenders 
were given a helping hand from the 
Government. Congress created the Fed-
eral family education loan program, 
the FFEL program, which subsidizes 
lenders and guarantees them against 
default. Congress also chartered the 
Government-sponsored entity then 
known as the Student Loan Marketing 
Association, euphemistically called 
Sallie Mae, to create a secondary mar-
ket for lenders participating in the 
loan program. Sallie Mae would pur-
chase loans from the lenders, thereby 
providing liquidity so that the FFEL 
lenders could continue loaning money 
to each new class of students. 

Now fast-forward to 1994 when the Di-
rect Loan Program went into effect 
and the Federal Government began 
loaning money directly to students. 
The General Accounting Office, the 
Congressional Budget Office, even 
President Bush found that the Direct 
Loan Program cost the Federal Gov-
ernment a lot less than the FFEL pro-
gram. Using the President’s numbers, 
for every $100 private lenders loaned to 
students in 2006, it cost the Federal 
Government $13.81 for the FFEL Gov-
ernment loans, while the same amount 
borrowed through the Direct Loan Pro-
gram cost the Federal Government 
only $3.85—$13.81 for the private lend-
ers, $3.85 per $100 for the direct loans. 

For a few years, the Direct Loan Pro-
gram grew quickly, capturing one-third 
of the student loan market. My prede-
cessor in office, Senator Paul Simon of 
Illinois, was one of its strongest advo-
cates. However, the private lenders 
weren’t going to go down without a 
fight. They were making too much 
money on these students. They didn’t 
want to lose this opportunity. They 
wanted this market to be there for 
years to come. College costs were on 
the rise, students needed to borrow 
more and more money, and private 
lenders saw potential profits in student 
debt. So they began to offer money to 
schools to pull out of the Direct Loan 
Program. 

Even though the program cost the 
Federal Government less money, these 
private lenders went to the universities 
and said, well, why don’t you just use 
our private lending operation. Don’t go 
the direct loan route. Of course, they 
had a profit motive in doing that. They 
sued to prevent the Direct Loan Pro-
gram from becoming more competitive. 
Their efforts paid off. The direct loan 
market is now down to less than a 
quarter of the student loan market. It 
is shrinking. 

It is about this time that Sallie Mae, 
led by a man named Albert Lord, de-
cided to become independent of the 
Federal Government so it could offer 
student loans, not just purchase loans 
on the secondary market. It success-
fully shed its GSE status in 1997 and 
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now is one of the most dominant play-
ers in the student loan market in 
America. Its shareholders and execu-
tives have benefitted handsomely. 

Let me show what has happened to 
the stock price of Sallie Mae, SLM if 
you are looking for a way to look it up 
on the Internet. Stock prices from 2001 
to the present have appreciated 281 per-
cent. This is the industry loaning 
money to our students around Amer-
ica. Doing quite well. Company reve-
nues went from $3.5 billion in 2001 to 
$8.75 billion in 2006. 

One would like to think these Fed-
eral subsidies would at least make col-
lege more affordable if we are putting 
this much money into this private cor-
poration that is loaning money to stu-
dents. Let’s see what happened to col-
lege costs. Tuition, fees, and room and 
board at 4-year public schools have fol-
lowed a similar trajectory, increasing 
by 42 percent since the year 2001. 

The remarks I am going to make 
today have a lot to do with the people 
who are loaning money to students 
across America, how profitable it has 
become, how well they have done, and 
how poorly the students are doing. The 
debt is being heaped on them. They end 
up graduating from college, if they are 
lucky, with a debt as big as the mort-
gages most of us faced when we bought 
our first home. Now we say to these 
students: Congratulations, here is your 
diploma and your book to pay back 
your loan. Good luck in America. 

I don’t want to absolve the colleges 
and universities from this conversa-
tion. The fact is, they have been a 
party to the dramatic increase in the 
cost of higher education during this 
same period of time. We will save that 
topic, as important as it is, largely for 
another day. 

Speaking to the student loan indus-
try, with higher government subsidies 
and higher college costs, something is 
wrong with this picture. Remember Mr. 
Albert Lord I mentioned earlier, the 
former CEO and now chairman of the 
company called Sallie Mae? Mr. Lord 
has done pretty well loaning money to 
students across America, so well that 
he recently got into a little con-
troversy in the Washington area. He 
proposed the construction of a golf 
course, and people in Anne Arundel 
County didn’t like the idea much. They 
didn’t want the traffic that might be 
associated with the golf course, so they 
started complaining. Mr. Lord, how-
ever, disabused them of the notion that 
this would cause traffic congestion 
when he told them that the 244 acres he 
was setting aside for the golf course 
was for his own personal and private 
golf course. 

Doing quite well, isn’t he, at the ex-
pense of students across America? He 
had enough personal wealth to lead a 
serious but unsuccessful bid to pur-
chase the Washington Nationals base-
ball team. In 2002, Mr. Lord, appro-
priately named, was ranked first in the 
Washington Post’s executive com-
pensation survey of local companies, 

and Sallie Mae’s current CEO, Thomas 
Fitzpatrick, was ranked second. What a 
terrific business it is loaning money to 
students struggling to get their edu-
cation. 

In 2004, Mr. Lord was ranked second 
on the list, with $41.8 million in total 
compensation. Not a bad year. Yes, 
Sallie Mae’s executives have come 
quite far from the days when they 
worked as a quasi-governmental oper-
ation. Sallie Mae’s dramatic financial 
growth didn’t happen without some fi-
nancial help. Since the start of the 
Bush administration, Federal officials 
have turned a blind eye to problems 
surrounding private lenders. And why 
wouldn’t they? The Bush administra-
tion rewarded loan industry officials 
with key positions in the Department 
of Education. 

There isn’t anything inherently 
wrong having people with experience in 
the loan industry working in the De-
partment of Education. What I am ask-
ing, though, is whether the cozy rela-
tionship that developed between the 
Bush administration, the Republican- 
led Congress, and the lenders have left 
the loan industry essentially unregu-
lated. 

If I was a lender who heard Rep-
resentative BOEHNER, former chairman 
of the House Education Committee, say 
to the loan industry, ‘‘know that I have 
all of you in my two trusted hands,’’ 
what do you think I would do? Exactly 
what the lending industry has done—do 
whatever it takes to push the student 
loan industry in my favor—especially 
at a time when I knew no one would be 
there to stop me. 

This is when revenue-sharing ar-
rangements between colleges and lend-
ers began. Sallie Mae led the way with 
one of the most offensive schemes 
called ‘‘opportunity pools.’’ Here is 
how it works. A lender provides a 
school with a fixed amount of private 
loan money the school can lend a stu-
dent who otherwise wouldn’t qualify 
for loans. These loans come at higher 
interest rates. In return, the college 
agrees to make the lender its exclusive 
provider of federally backed loans. 

Some of Sallie Mae’s competitors 
complained to the inspector general; 
however, Department officials chose 
not to take any action, insisting that 
the loan industry could regulate itself. 
What do you think Sallie Mae’s com-
petitors did with this tacit approval of 
opportunity pools? They did what any 
business would do to compete—they 
began offering similar deals to schools. 

But they didn’t stop at opportunity 
pools. Lenders have loaned financial 
aid offices staff and have operated call 
centers on behalf of schools. Students 
and their families seeking information 
and advice on tuition financing options 
are talking to individuals they believe 
to be school officials but are actually 
employees of the lenders. Lenders have 
long provided schools with little office 
trinkets, such as post-it pads and pens. 
No harm done. However, in recent 
years the little trinkets have turned 

into gifts, such as iPods and trips to 
exotic locations for so-called edu-
cational conferences. 

Let me give you one example. Last 
year, EduCap, a nonprofit lender who 
offers loans under the name, Loan to 
Learn, invited financial aid officers 
and their spouses or guests from all 
across the Nation to an educational, 
all-expense paid ‘‘summit’’ held at the 
luxurious, beachfront Four Seasons Re-
sort in Nevis in the West Indies. 

This resort, by the way, has been 
rated as one of the top luxury resorts 
by Travel and Leisure magazine. 

Between symposiums, forums, and 
roundtable discussions on the impor-
tance of addressing the cost of higher 
education, guests could enjoy snor-
keling, water and beach sports, sailing, 
kayaking, volleyball, sailboarding, ac-
cess to an 18-hole championship golf 
course, a 10-court tennis complex, 
beachfront pools, and a luxury spa. Not 
a bad deal for college officials being en-
tertained by the student loan industry. 
News of the trip generated such nega-
tive response from the public that 
EduCap had to cancel it, unfortu-
nately, before it occurred. 

After reading about the West Indies 
trip, I asked the inspector general of 
the Department of Education to inves-
tigate whether lenders are offering 
kickbacks or inducements to school of-
ficials in return for loan business. My 
staff passed along information provided 
to us by constituents regarding these 
inducements. You can imagine my dis-
appointment when a member of my 
staff received an e-mail response from 
the inspector general’s office. The e- 
mail merely described the results of 
the inspector general’s conversations 
with my constituents. My staff didn’t 
think the e-mail could possibly be the 
inspector general’s official response 
and followed up to confirm. Even with 
all the recent news stories, I am still 
waiting to hear from the inspector gen-
eral of the Department of Education as 
to whether they are going to initiate 
an investigation into these lender in-
ducements. 

Sallie Mae recently agreed to be 
bought out and turned into a private 
company. Is this a good deal? Is it good 
for taxpayers that subsidize student 
loans? Is it good for students? It cer-
tainly is a good deal for Sallie Mae’s 
executives and shareholders. 

The buyers, two private investment 
funds, J.P. Morgan Chase and Bank of 
America, have agreed to pay $25 billion 
for this company at $60 a share for its 
stock. In case you are wondering how 
much that is over the stock price that 
is published, it is 50 percent, a 50-per-
cent premium over Sallie Mae’s share 
prices before news of the buyout was 
reported. Let’s see how much Mr. Lord 
and Mr. Fitzpatrick are going to do if 
this deal goes through. 

Well, it looks like Mr. Lord is going 
to end up with $47.2 million, and Mr. 
Fitzpatrick, a little better, with $58.6 
million. They are riding high. They are 
riding high at the expense of students 
all across this country. 
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There was a time when this Congress 

cared enough about students in this 
country to create a program called the 
National Defense Education Act. It was 
a time when Sputnik had been 
launched. We were afraid of the Soviet 
Union and what it might do with its 
satellite capacity, and Congress, for 
the first time, said let’s create a stu-
dent loan program, the first time ever. 

I know a little about this program 
because I happened to be one of the re-
cipients, one of the borrowers. I bor-
rowed money to go to college and law 
school from the National Defense Edu-
cation Act and paid it back after grad-
uation at 3 percent interest. I couldn’t 
have asked for better treatment and 
better consideration from those who 
were lending money. 

Those were the early days when we 
were just thinking about students and 
education and the future of America. 
Now we are talking about big business, 
fat profits, basically indefensible com-
pensation for the CEOs who run these 
companies. I hope someone is able to 
uncover what other fees and payments 
Sallie Mae’s executives may be receiv-
ing to help take the company private. 

Will this deal be good for students? 
Sure, Sallie Mae and many other lend-
ers have long touted that they have 
been able to offer better deals for stu-
dents through loan fee and interest 
rate discounts. Of course, they can 
offer a discount. They are obviously 
still making enough money off student 
loans. Look at their profitability. Look 
at what has happened to their stock 
price. Look at how much they are 
being paid. Yet they made sure the Di-
rect Loan Program, cheaper for the 
Federal Government, better for the 
students, could not compete. 

Now we know why they have been 
able to make money off students. The 
Washington Post recently reported 
that some lending companies with ac-
cess to the National Student Loan 
Data System, which includes confiden-
tial information on 60 million student 
loan borrowers, have repeatedly 
searched the database in ways that vio-
late the Federal rules on privacy. It ap-
pears the lenders were giving unau-
thorized users, such as marketing 
firms, collection agencies, and loan 
brokerage firms, access to this data-
base. 

Lenders are allowed to access infor-
mation contained in the database only 
if they have the permission of the stu-
dent or have a financial relationship 
with the student, but the Department 
of Education recently decided to cut 
off outside access to the database. Were 
lenders using this information gath-
ered from the database to sell other 
nonrelated loan products to students? 
We don’t know for sure, but I intend to 
find out. I have sent letters to the larg-
est student loan companies asking 
them to reveal how many times they 
have accessed the database in the last 
4 years and explain what they subse-
quently did with the information. 

I am concerned about the proposed 
sale of Sallie Mae. A private Sallie Mae 

could lead to even less information 
being disclosed to the public. Sure, 
lenders are required to provide certain 
information in order to participate in 
the Federal loan program, but we 
should make sure all lenders are held 
to the same standard of disclosure, re-
gardless of whether the lender is a 
school or a nonprofit, a private or a 
publicly traded company. 

Let me conclude by saying that tui-
tion at 4-year public institutions has 
risen by 42 percent in the last 5 years. 
Students and their families are strug-
gling to pay off college debt. Students 
are leaving college, on average, with 
nearly $20,000 in debt, and many much 
more. We must take serious steps to 
help these students achieve the Amer-
ican Dream. 

On the Democratic side of the aisle 
we are proposing a $1,090 increase in 
the maximum Pell grant over 5 years, 
a cap on loan repayments at 15 percent 
of an individual’s income, and reducing 
the student loan interest rate. How 
will we pay for it? By cutting $22.3 bil-
lion from the lenders’ subsidies, which 
we give to those like Sallie Mae. Sure, 
it is more than President Bush’s pro-
posed cut, but only a little bit, $2.3 bil-
lion. Of course, lenders are claiming 
that the proposed cut goes beyond 
what they think is sustainable and 
that lenders will decide to leave the 
student loan business. It is difficult to 
be moved by these claims when a com-
pany like Sallie Mae is worth $25 bil-
lion and its buyers are willing to pay a 
50-percent premium, knowing that the 
lenders’ subsidies will likely be cut. 

It is time we return to the day where 
the Federal Government makes a seri-
ous investment in one of its most valu-
able assets, its children. The future of 
our country depends on it. We need to 
be asking those who are involved in 
this business of student loans to keep 
in mind first these students and their 
families. 

f 

THE RETIREMENT OF JOHN C. 
HICKMAN, JR. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, one of 
the ways Congress maintains its con-
tact with the American people is by 
the official report of the business we 
do. Through its recent modern history, 
we have published a CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD so that people across this coun-
try, online and in printed form, can 
read the words of Senators and can fol-
low the debate on the floor of the Sen-
ate. None of this effort would be pro-
ductive or even possible were it not for 
those in the Office of the Official Re-
porters of Debates who come here and 
follow every word that is spoken on the 
floor. They make these publications 
possible. 

Today, Jack Hickman, the Morning 
Business Clerk for the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, is marking the end of his serv-
ice to the Senate. In the future he will 
be able to listen to Senators and not 
remember a word. But at this point in 
time he has dispatched his official du-
ties. 

I know I speak for the entire Senate 
family, thanking Jack Hickman for his 
service. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Florida). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

f 

VOTE EXPLANATION 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President. I 
want to explain why I missed two votes 
early during yesterday’s session, Sen-
ator DEMINT’s amendment No. 930 and 
Senator COBURN’s amendment No. 918 
on S. 761, America COMPETES Act, a 
bill that I cosponsored. I was confident 
that my vote would not change the 
outcome, and the DeMint amendment 
failed by a vote of 22 to 79 and the 
Coburn amendment failed by a vote of 
27 to 67. If I had been able to come to 
the floor, I would have voted against 
both amendments, but the outcome 
would have been the same. 

The reason I missed the votes was 
that I was attending a very special 
hearing in the Senate Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee on mental health issues for 
our returning soldiers. The first panel 
included a recent Iraq veteran with 
PTSD, parents of an Iraq veteran who 
committed suicide after returning 
home, and parents of an Iraq veteran 
soldier who died of an overdose of his 
own prescription drugs while in VA 
care. One of the families had come 
from Iowa and the other from Cali-
fornia to talk about the tragedy of 
each son’s death and to seek ways to 
ensure that other families might avoid 
such tragedies. The Iraq veteran, a 
combat medic, spoke eloquently on his 
own problems acknowledging and 
treating his PTSD and the similar 
problems of fellow soldiers in his pla-
toon. 

One father testified that after his son 
died of an overdose in VA care, he and 
his wife went to claim his son’s per-
sonal effects, and the items were hand-
ed to them in a plastic garbage bag. I 
was shocked and outraged. I knew that 
it would seem heartless to cut their 
panel short and not let these parents 
and this veteran share their full story 
so I volunteered to stay and listen so 
that the full story could be given in 
committee. These families already feel 
that parts of our Government do not 
care, and that is sad. I needed to stay 
to chair the hearing and let these cou-
rageous witnesses continue their testi-
mony. 

I am very glad I did. Despite the 
tragedy and grief these individuals 
face, they are speaking out boldly in 
hopes of changing the current system 
so other veterans and other families do 
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not face the same ordeals they have 
faced. These are stories that must be 
told and, more importantly, must be 
heard in public by those who can and 
must make changes. These witnesses 
had good ideas and suggestions on how 
to change the delivery system for the 
mental health care of our returning 
veterans. They spoke passionately 
about how soldiers are trained to serve 
bravely and not show weaknesses. I 
could not walk away from this impor-
tant hearing about issues crucial to 
our combat veterans returning from 
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

I am very grateful to veteran Patrick 
Campbell, Mr. and Mrs. Randall Omvig, 
and Mr. Tony Bailey for their compel-
ling personal testimonies. I am com-
mitted to push hard for action to 
change the VA system for future vet-
erans and their families. 

f 

MATTHEW SHEPARD ACT OF 2007 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate 
crimes legislation that would add new 
categories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 
Likewise, each Congress I have come to 
the floor to highlight a separate hate 
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try. 

On January 5, 2006, in Fairfax Coun-
ty, VA, Leslie Carver was charged with 
murder for killing Marvin Greenwell. 
Greenwell was one of nine gay men 
murdered in what was known as the 
‘‘pickup murders’’ of 1993 and 1994. The 
‘‘pickup murders’’ were a series of at-
tacks against gay men in the Wash-
ington, DC area. While most of these 
murders remain unsolved, DNA evi-
dence was able to link Carver to the 
Greenwell murder. 

I believe that the Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Matthew Shepard Act is a 
symbol that can become substance. I 
believe that by passing this legislation 
and changing current law, we can 
change hearts and minds as well. 

f 

THE DEATH PENALTY 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
firmly believe that the death penalty 
should be abolished, at all levels of 
government. Just a few months ago, I 
introduced the Federal Death Penalty 
Abolition Act of 2007 toward that end. 
The bill would abolish the death pen-
alty at the Federal level; it would put 
an immediate halt to executions and 
forbid the imposition of the death pen-
alty as a sentence for violations of Fed-
eral law. 

I first introduced my bill in 1999, and 
since then only a few Members of the 
Senate have been willing to join me in 
this cause. Not too long ago, some be-
lieved that opposition to or criticism 
of the death penalty was politically 

dangerous. But times have changed. 
The American people are expressing 
greater and greater concerns about the 
death penalty. A May 2006 Gallup poll 
reported that for the first time, when 
given a choice between the two sen-
tencing options, more Americans 
choose the sentence of life without pa-
role than the death penalty. The Amer-
ican public understands that the death 
penalty raises serious and complex 
problems. 

Leaders across the country are pub-
licly expressing their opposition to the 
death penalty—leaders such as Gov-
ernor Corzine of New Jersey, Governor 
O’Malley of Maryland, and Governor 
Kaine of Virginia. State legislatures in 
Maryland, Montana, Nebraska, and 
New Mexico have all given serious con-
sideration to abolition bills in the past 
3 months alone. In fact, each of these 
four measures failed to move to the 
next step of the process by only one 
vote. In Maryland, an abolition bill 
failed to pass out of a Senate com-
mittee by one vote. In Montana, a bill 
to repeal the State’s death penalty 
passed the senate and then failed by 
just one vote to move out of a house 
committee. In Nebraska, the unicam-
eral legislature failed to move an aboli-
tion bill forward by just one vote. And 
in New Mexico, an abolition bill passed 
the house and then lost in a senate 
committee by just one vote. 

Other States have taken important 
steps. Pennsylvania recently created a 
commission to study the administra-
tion of the State’s death penalty, join-
ing many other States that have al-
ready done so. Moratoriums on execu-
tions remain in place in Illinois and 
New Jersey and are under consider-
ation in other States. New York’s 
death penalty was overturned by a 
court decision in 2004 and has not been 
reinstated by the legislature. Along 
with New York, four other States that 
still have the death penalty tech-
nically on their books have not exe-
cuted any individuals since 1976. In ad-
dition, there are 12 States, plus the 
District of Columbia, whose laws do 
not provide for capital punishment at 
all. And in 11 more States, executions 
have been halted while the courts grap-
ple with the issue of whether the lethal 
injection process used by these States 
is unconstitutional. 

At the same time, the number of exe-
cutions, the number of death sentences 
imposed, and the size of the death row 
population have decreased for the sec-
ond year in a row. In the prosecutors’ 
offices, jury boxes, and legislative 
chambers, it seems that consensus is 
growing that it is time for a change. 

In this connection, I think it is sig-
nificant that the editorial boards for 
two major newspapers in very geo-
graphically diverse locations, Chicago 
and Dallas, recently called for an end 
to the death penalty. The Chicago 
Tribune’s editorial page has been a 
leader for years in calling for reforms 
to the capital punishment system, yet 
it has never called for abolition—until 

now. Explaining its decision to re-
nounce the death penalty, the editorial 
board stated, ‘‘The system is arbitrary, 
and the system just plain gets it 
wrong.’’ And the Dallas Morning News 
reversed its century-old stance on the 
death penalty, which is particularly 
notable because Texas has long been a 
bedrock of support for the death pen-
alty and is the State with the dubious 
distinction of leading the Nation in 
executions. Even in a jurisdiction 
where support for the death penalty 
runs deep—even there—this strong 
voice of dissent rose to proclaim, ‘‘we 
do not believe that any legal system 
devised by inherently flawed human 
beings can determine with moral cer-
tainty the guilt of every defendant con-
victed of murder.’’ 

For these editorial boards, opposition 
to the death penalty sprang from con-
cerns that mistakes might be made and 
innocent individuals executed. Since 
1976, when the death penalty was rein-
stated by the Supreme Court, there 
have been 1,060 executions across the 
country, including three at the Federal 
level. During that same time period, 
123 people on death row have been ex-
onerated and released from death row. 
These people never should have been 
convicted in the first place. 

Consider those numbers. One thou-
sand and sixty executions and one hun-
dred and twenty-three exonerations in 
the modern death penalty era. Had 
those exonerations not taken place, 
had those 123 people been executed, 
those executions would have rep-
resented an error rate of greater than 
10 percent. That is more than an em-
barrassing statistic; it is a horrifying 
one, one that should have us all ques-
tioning the use of capital punishment 
in this country. In fact, since 1999 when 
I first introduced the Federal Death 
Penalty Abolition Act, 46 death row in-
mates have been exonerated through-
out the country. 

The continued use of the death pen-
alty in the United States is beneath us. 
The death penalty is at odds with our 
best traditions. It is wrong and it is 
immoral. The adage ‘‘two wrongs do 
not make a right’’ applies here in the 
most fundamental way. Our Nation has 
long ago done away with other barbaric 
punishments like whipping and cutting 
off the ears of criminals. Just as we did 
away with these punishments as con-
trary to our humanity and ideals, it is 
time to abolish the death penalty. It is 
not just a matter of morality. The con-
tinued viability of our criminal justice 
system as a truly just system that de-
serves the respect of our own people re-
quires that we do so, as does our Na-
tion’s commitment to freedom, liberty, 
and equality. 

I applaud those leaders, be they in 
State government or in the media, who 
are stepping forward to challenge a 
practice that has no place in this day 
and age. Abolishing the death penalty 
will not be an easy task. It will take 
patience, persistence, and courage. As 
each new voice joins us, we become 
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stronger, and together we will one day 
find success. 

f 

PROVIDING SMALL BUSINESSES 
WITH TARGETED TAX RELIEF 
AND REGULATORY REFORM 
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to commemorate ‘‘National 
Small Business Week, which President 
Bush designated for April 22–28, 2007. As 
ranking member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, I simply cannot under-
state the vital role of small business in 
our Nation’s economy. There was a 
time when ‘‘what was good for General 
Motors was good for America.’’ But the 
fact is what’s truly good for this coun-
try—what built it, what sustains it, 
what drives it, and what represents its 
core—are the small businesses that 
each and every year create nearly 
three-quarters of all net new jobs. In 
my home State of Maine, small busi-
nesses comprise 97.5 percent of all busi-
nesses. 

First, I would like to discuss the un-
fair and onerous tax and regulatory 
burdens that continue to impede the 
ability of our Nation’s small businesses 
to compete in an ever-increasing global 
marketplace. According to the Small 
Business Administration’s Office of Ad-
vocacy, small businesses spend an as-
tounding 8 billion hours each year com-
plying with government rules and regu-
lations. Eighty percent of this time is 
spent on completing tax forms. Fur-
thermore, businesses employing fewer 
than 20 employees spend nearly $1,304 
per employee in tax compliance costs, 
nearly 67 percent more than the com-
parable cost to larger firms. Despite 
the fact that small businesses are the 
primary job-creators for our economy, 
the tax system is not working because 
small companies spend their money 
and time satisfying their tax obliga-
tions. 

For that reason, I have introduced a 
package of proposals that will provide 
not only targeted, affordable tax relief 
to small business owners, but also sim-
pler rules under the tax code. By sim-
plifying the Tax Code, small business 
owners will be able to satisfy their tax 
obligation in a cheaper, more efficient 
manner, allowing them to be able to 
devote more time and resources to 
their business. 

I have introduced legislation, S. 269, 
in response to the repeated requests 
from small businesses in Maine and 
from across the Nation to allow them 
to expense more of their investments, 
like the purchase of essential new 
equipment. My bill modifies the Inter-
nal Revenue Code by doubling the 
amount a small business can expense 
from $100,000 to $200,000, and make the 
provision permanent as President Bush 
proposed this change in his fiscal year 
2007 tax proposals. With small busi-
nesses representing 99 percent of all 
employers, creating 75 percent of net 
new jobs and contributing 51 percent of 
private-sector output, their size is the 
only ‘‘small’’ aspect about them. 

By doubling and making permanent 
the current expensing limit and index-
ing these amounts for inflation, this 
bill will achieve two important objec-
tives. First, qualifying businesses will 
be able to write off more of the equip-
ment purchases today, instead of wait-
ing 5, 7, or more years to recover their 
costs through depreciation. That rep-
resents substantial savings both in dol-
lars and in the time small businesses 
would otherwise have to spend com-
plying with complex and confusing de-
preciation rules. Moreover, new equip-
ment will contribute to continued pro-
ductivity growth in the business com-
munity, which economic experts have 
repeatedly stressed is essential to the 
long-term vitality of our economy. 

Second, as a result of this bill, more 
businesses will qualify for this benefit 
because the phase-out limit will be in-
creased to $800,000 in new assets pur-
chases. At the same time, small busi-
ness capital investment will be pump-
ing more money into the economy. 
This is a win-win for small business 
and the economy as a whole and I am 
please to have Senators LOTT, ISAKSON, 
CHAMBLISS, and COLLINS join me as co-
sponsors of this legislation. 

Another proposal that I have intro-
duced, with Senators LINCOLN and 
LOTT, the Small Business Tax Flexi-
bility Act of 2007, S. 270, will permit 
start-up small business owners to use a 
taxable year other than the calendar 
year if they generally earn fewer than 
$5 million during the tax year. Specifi-
cally, the Small Business Tax Flexi-
bility Act of 2007 will permit more tax-
payers to use the taxable year most 
suitable to their business cycle. Until 
1986, businesses could elect the taxable 
year-end that made the most economic 
sense for the business. In 1986, Congress 
passed legislation requiring partner-
ships and S corporations, many of 
which are small businesses, to adopt a 
December 31 year-end for tax purposes. 
The Tax Code does provide alternatives 
to the calendar year for small busi-
nesses, but the compliance costs and 
administrative burdens associated with 
these alternatives prove to be too high 
for most small businesses to utilize. 

Meanwhile, C corporations, as large 
corporations often are, receive much 
more flexibility in their choice of tax-
able year. A so-called C corporation 
can adopt either a calendar year or any 
fiscal year for tax purposes, as along as 
it keeps its books on that basis. This 
creates the unfair result of allowing 
larger businesses with greater re-
sources greater flexibility in choosing 
a taxable year than smaller firms with 
fewer resources. This simply does not 
make sense to me. My bill changes 
these existing rules so that more small 
businesses will be able to use the tax-
able year that best suits their business. 

To provide relief and equity to our 
nation’s 1.5 million retail establish-
ments, most of which have less than 
five employees, I have introduced a 
bill, S. 271, with Senators LINCOLN, 
HUTCHISON, and KERRY, that reduces 

from 39 to 15 years the depreciable life 
of improvements that are made to re-
tail stores that are owned by the re-
tailer. Under current law, only retail-
ers that lease their property are al-
lowed this accelerated depreciation, 
which means it excludes retailers that 
also own the property in which they 
operate. My bill simply seeks to pro-
vide equal treatment to all retailers. 

Specifically, this bill will simply con-
form the tax codes to the realities that 
retailers on Main Street face. Studies 
conducted by the Treasury Depart-
ment, Congressional Research Service 
and private economists have all found 
that the 39-year depreciation life for 
buildings is too long and that the 39- 
year depreciation life for building im-
provements is even worse. Retailers 
generally remodel their stores every 
five to seven years to reflect changes in 
customer base and compete with newer 
stores. Moreover, many improvements 
such as interior partitions, ceiling 
tiles, restroom accessories, and paint, 
may only last a few years before re-
quiring replacement. 

Finally, I joined Senator BOND in in-
troducing S. 296 that will simplify the 
tax code by permitting small business 
owners to use the cash method of ac-
counting for reporting their income if 
they generally earn fewer than $10 mil-
lion during the tax year. Currently, 
only those taxpayers that earn less 
than $5 million per year are able to use 
the cash method. By increasing this 
threshold to $10 million, more small 
businesses will be relieved of the bur-
densome record keeping requirements 
that they currently must undertake in 
reporting their income under a dif-
ferent accounting method. 

Earlier this year, I was very pleased 
when the Senate passed small business 
tax relief that included portions of my 
proposals on small business expensing, 
cash method accounting, and acceler-
ated depreciation for improvements to 
retail-owned property. Sadly, I must 
report that on the very same week of 
‘‘National Small Business Week,’’ cash 
method accounting and my proposal to 
bring depreciation equity for retailer- 
owned property were stripped from the 
small business tax relief package in 
conference negotiations between the 
House and Senate. This is extremely 
unfortunate especially when one con-
siders that the Senate-passed package, 
which was fully offset, was both mod-
est and fiscally responsible. In the 
coming months, I will continue to fight 
for these proposals and am hopeful that 
Congress will enact them into law. 

This package of proposals are a tre-
mendous opportunity to help small en-
terprises succeed by providing an in-
centive for reinvestment and leaving 
them more of their earnings to do just 
that. Notably, providing tax relief by 
passing these simplification measures 
will also help us reduce the tax gap by 
increasing compliance. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting these 
proposals. 

In addition to reforming the tax 
code, we in Congress should level the 
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regulatory playing field for small busi-
nesses. Over the past 20 years, the num-
ber and complexity of Federal regula-
tions have multiplied at an alarming 
rate. For example, in 2004, the Federal 
Register contained 75,675 pages, an all- 
time record, and 4,101 rules. These 
rules and regulations impose a much 
more significant impact on small busi-
nesses than larger businesses. 

To illustrate this conclusion, a re-
cent report prepared for the SBA’s Of-
fice of Advocacy that said that in 2004, 
the per-employee cost of Federal regu-
lations for firms with fewer than 20 em-
ployees was $7,647. In contrast, the per- 
employee cost of federal regulations 
for firms with 500 or more workers was 
$5,282, which results in a 44 percent in-
crease in burden for smaller businesses 
compared to their larger counterparts. 
Clearly, we must find ways to ease the 
regulatory burden for our nation’s 
small businesses so that they may con-
tinue to create jobs and drive economic 
growth. All too often, small businesses 
do not maintain the staff, or possess 
the financial resources to comply with 
complex Federal rules and regulations. 
This puts them at a disadvantage com-
pared to larger businesses, and reduces 
the effectiveness of the agency’s regu-
lations. If an agency can not describe 
how to comply with its regulation, how 
can we expect a small business to fig-
ure it out? 

This is why I have offered bipartisan 
legislation, the Small Business Compli-
ance Assistance Enhancement Act, S. 
246, with Senators KERRY, ENZI, and 
LANDRIEU, which would clarify small 
business requirements that exist under 
Federal law. Our measure is drawn di-
rectly from recommendations put forth 
by the Government Accountability Of-
fice and is intended only to clarify an 
already existing requirement under the 
Small Business Regulatory Enforce-
ment Fairness Act, SBREFA, which 
unanimously passed the Senate in 1996. 
Specifically, our bill clarifies when a 
small business compliance guide is re-
quired, how a guide shall be designated, 
how and when a guide shall be pub-
lished, and that the agency make the 
guide available on the Internet. It 
would not create any new rules or re-
quirements. This commonsense, good 
government reform would provide a 
major regulatory reform for small 
businesses at virtually no cost to the 
Federal Government. 

It is clear that in order to ensure our 
small businesses are able to grow, 
thrive, and, most importantly, create 
jobs, we need to simplify the tax code 
and reduce the regulatory burden. Over 
the coming months, I will continue to 
fight to accomplish these common-
sense objectives. 

f 

WORKERS MEMORIAL DAY 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, Saturday, 

April 28, is Workers Memorial Day. To-
morrow, working men and women 
around the world will gather to remem-
ber their millions of brothers and sis-

ters who have been injured or killed on 
the job. I join them in their grief-and 
in their determination to secure a safer 
future. 

Work-related accidents kill Ameri-
cans with a regularity that calls us to 
question the very word ‘‘accident.’’ Fif-
teen deaths every day, and more than 
11,000 injuries: They are grimly predict-
able and often preventable. 

Today is for men like Eleazar Torres- 
Gomez, a laundry worker who was 
dragged by a conveyor belt into a 300- 
degree industrial dryer, where he 
burned to death. Sadness at his death 
is matched by an equal anger-espe-
cially when we learn that, in the two 
years preceding it, his employer was 
cited more than 170 times for unsafe, il-
legal working conditions. We remem-
ber Eleazar today. 

Today is for the 12 miners killed last 
year in Sago, West Virginia, when an 
explosion trapped them underground 
for two days. Only a few years before, 
the Mine Safety and Health Adminis-
tration struck down 17 new safety rules 
for trapped miners—rules that might 
have saved the miners in Sago. We re-
member them today. 

Today is for the 28 union construc-
tion workers killed in Connecticut, 20 
years ago this month, when the apart-
ment towers they were building col-
lapsed with a roar, within seconds, into 
ruined concrete and steel. In the wake 
of their deaths, we outlawed the dan-
gerous lift-slab construction method 
that led to the collapse. But we can 
never replace those lives; today we re-
member them, too. 

How can we honor them? I know this 
much: Words alone would be an insult. 
The men and women we remember this 
Saturday risked their lives so we could 
lie down and wake up in health and 
safety and comfort, and merely speak-
ing our gratitude would be emptier 
than doing nothing. We owe them ac-
tion. 

We owe them action equal to the his-
toric Occupational Safety and Health 
Act (OSHA), which was passed 37 years 
ago tomorrow and has saved an esti-
mated 350,000 lives. We need to cover 
more workers—because more than 8.5 
million are not protected by OSHA. We 
need more resources for inspection and 
enforcement—because, at the current 
rate, federal inspectors are only able to 
examine workplaces, on average, once 
every 133 years. We need stiffer pen-
alties for employers who knowingly 
put their workers’ lives at risk—be-
cause employers like those who com-
promised Mr. Torres-Gomez’s life now 
face a maximum penalty of a simple 
misdemeanor. 

And we need the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration to take its 
work more seriously—because, accord-
ing to a New York Times report re-
leased this week, ‘‘the agency has 
killed dozens of existing and proposed 
regulations and delayed adopting oth-
ers.’’ 

Taking these vital steps for workers 
adds up to more than increased re-

sources or stronger oversight—ulti-
mately, it translates to respect. We 
owe their memories nothing less. Five 
thousand seven hundred workers were 
killed on the job last year, and our eco-
nomic prosperity is built on their flesh 
and blood. 

More than half a century ago, George 
Orwell remarked on the disregard that 
so often greets manual labor: ‘‘It keeps 
us alive, and we are oblivious of its ex-
istence. . . . We are capable of forget-
ting it as we forget the blood in our 
veins.’’ 

Today we pledge ourselves as the ex-
ception to that rule. And if we mean 
our words, we will be the exception to-
morrow, and the day after that. For 
America’s working men and women de-
serve nothing less than our eternal 
gratitude and diligence in preventing 
future workplace tragedies. 

f 

INTERNET GAMBLING 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise to ex-
press concern that serious violations of 
the law appear to be occurring and 
should be aggressively pursued by the 
IRS and, in turn, prosecuted by the De-
partment of Justice. 

Specifically, numerous Internet gam-
bling websites may be violating stat-
utes such as 26 U.S.C. 4401 et seq. Sec-
tion 4401 requires an excise tax equal to 
2 percent of the amount of unauthor-
ized wagers. Section 4404 makes clear 
that the tax applies to wagers ‘‘placed 
by a person who is in the United States 
with a person who is a citizen or resi-
dent of the United States.’’ 

I applaud the indictment in United 
States v. BETonSPORTS.COM and the 
inclusion of tax evasion charges in 
counts 14, 15, and 16. 

These counts charge that the defend-
ants attempted to ‘‘evade and defeat 
the . . . wagering excise tax’’ in three 
ways: (1) by failing to make any wager-
ing excise tax returns on or before the 
last day of the month following the 
month the wagers were accepted, as re-
quired by law, to any proper officer of 
the Internal Revenue Service, (2) by 
failing to pay to the Internal Revenue 
Service said wagering excise tax, and 
(3) by directing that the wagering 
funds be sent outside the United 
States—all in violation of Title 26, 
United States Code, Section 7201, and 
Title 18, United States Code, Section 2. 

I firmly support the decision of the 
Department of Justice to enforce the 
wagering excise tax and pursue any 
persons in violation. 

Additionally, it is important to note 
that extremely large sums of money 
are at issue: count 14 charges that from 
January 29, 2001 to on or about Feb-
ruary 3, 2002, the sum of approximately 
$1,094,669,000.00 in taxable wagers were 
had and received; count 15 charges that 
from February 4, 2002 to on or about 
February 2, 2003, the sum of approxi-
mately $1,228,874,000.00 in taxable wa-
gers were had and received; and count 
16 charges that from February 3, 2003 to 
on or about February 1, 2004, the sum 
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of approximately $1,235,374,000.00 in 
taxable wagers were had and received. 
That is over $3.5 billion in three years, 
and Internet betting has increased sig-
nificantly in the last two years. 

I would like to point out that signifi-
cant income taxes and excise taxes ap-
pear to be owed by numerous persons. 
Collecting these amounts would be an 
important component of the Adminis-
tration’s efforts to address the ‘‘tax 
gap.’’ 

Further, with such large sums at 
issue, the IRS and the Department of 
Justice should see if money laundering 
is involved. 

The State Department has expressed 
strong concern that Internet gambling 
operations could be used not only for 
tax evasion, but also for other criminal 
activities such as money laundering 
and terrorist financing: 

Internet gambling is particularly well- 
suited for the laying and integration stages 
of money laundering, in which launderers at-
tempt to disguise the nature or ownership of 
the proceeds by concealing or blending trans-
actions within the mass of apparently legiti-
mate transactions. Due in large measure to 
the volume and speed of transactions, as well 
as the virtual anonymity offered by the 
Internet, offshore gambling websites are an 
area of considerable money laundering con-
cern. The Internet gambling operations are, 
in essence, the functional equivalent of whol-
ly unregulated offshore banks with the 
bettor accounts serving as bank accounts for 
account holders who are, in the virtual 
world, virtually anonymous. For these rea-
sons, Internet gambling operations are vul-
nerable to be used, not only for money laun-
dering, but also for criminal activities rang-
ing from terrorist financing to tax evasion. 
(State Department, International Narcotics 
Control Strategy Report, released March 
2004.) 

The Department of Justice has 
echoed these concerns. At a hearing be-
fore the Senate Banking Committee, 
John G. Malcolm, Deputy Assistant At-
torney General, Criminal Division, tes-
tified: 

Another major concern that the Depart-
ment of Justice has about on-line gambling 
is that Internet gambling businesses provide 
criminals with an easy and excellent vehicle 
for money laundering, due in large part to 
the volume, speed, and international reach of 
Internet transactions and the offshore loca-
tions of most Internet gambling sites, as 
well as the fact that the industry itself is al-
ready cash-intensive. 

It is a fact that money launderers have to 
go to financial institutions either to conceal 
their illegal funds or recycle those funds 
back into the economy for their use. Because 
criminals are aware that banks have been 
subjected to greater scrutiny and regulation, 
they have—not surprisingly—turned to other 
non-bank financial institutions, such as casi-
nos, to launder their money. On-line casinos 
are a particularly inviting target because, in 
addition to using the gambling that casinos 
offer as a way to hide or transfer money, ca-
sinos offer a broad array of financial services 
to their customers, such as providing credit 
accounts, fund transmittal services, check 
cashing services, and currency exchange 
services. 

Individuals wanting to launder ill-gotten 
gains through an on-line casino can do so in 
a variety of ways. For example, a customer 
could establish an account with a casino 

using illegally-derived proceeds, conduct a 
minimal amount of betting or engage in off-
setting bets with an overseas confederate, 
and then request repayment from the casino, 
thereby providing a new ‘‘source’’ of the 
funds. If a gambler wants to transfer money 
to an inside source in the casino, who may be 
located in another country, he can just play 
until he loses the requisite amount. Simi-
larly, if an insider wants to transfer money 
to the gambler, perhaps as payment for some 
illicit activity, he can rig the game so the 
bettor wins. 

The anonymous nature of the Internet and 
the use of encryption make it difficult to 
trace the transactions. The gambling busi-
ness may also not maintain the transaction 
records, in which case tracing may be impos-
sible. While regulators in the United States 
can visit physical casinos, observe their op-
erations, and examine their books and 
records to ensure compliance with regula-
tions, this is far more difficult, if not impos-
sible, with virtual casinos. (John G. Mal-
colm, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, 
Criminal Division, Department of Justice, 
March 18, 2003.) 

Again, there should be strong en-
forcement efforts to ensure that Inter-
net gambling entities are not violating 
the law. 

f 

AMERICA COMPETES ACT 
Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I con-

gratulate Senator BINGAMAN and Sen-
ator ALEXANDER for the passage of 
America COMPETES, legislation which 
they crafted carefully to enhance 
American innovation and competitive-
ness. I also thank them for accepting 
three amendments which I offered, 
which will help expand the range of in-
novative possibilities by which Amer-
ica faces its competitive challenges. 

Let me explain this. The president of 
the National Academy of Engineering 
once said that innovation is a pro-
foundly creative process, and that like 
other creative processes, it depends on 
the life experiences of the people in-
volved. If we include a more diverse 
sample of our population, we will de-
rive more varied and more innovative 
design options. We become more com-
petitive by embracing our diversity, by 
involving a more representative cross- 
section of our populace in science, 
technology, and engineering endeavors. 

To increase participation, I have of-
fered three amendments that have been 
accepted into America COMPETES. 
The first establishes a mentoring pro-
gram to support women and underrep-
resented groups as they progress 
through science and technology edu-
cation programs, increasing the likeli-
hood of their success. I also propose 
that groups representing women and 
minority scientists and engineers be 
involved as strategies are developed to 
increase America’s competitiveness. 

Also accepted was an amendment to 
increase the math and problem solving 
skills of young learners, by providing 
summer learning opportunities for stu-
dents in elementary grades. This 
amendment springs from legislation I 
introduced earlier, with Senator MI-
KULSKI, the STEP UP Act, S. 116. This 
legislation responds to evidence show-

ing that students may lose several 
months equivalent of math skills dur-
ing the summer, if not provided learn-
ing opportunities when not in school. 
This is particularly important for chil-
dren of poverty, for whom summer 
learning losses are greatest. Summer 
programs combat this loss in knowl-
edge and skills, and well-designed pro-
grams can fuel the curiosity of chil-
dren, helping them become active prob-
lem solvers and learners when they re-
turn to school in the fall. 

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port of these amendments. 

f 

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
REVITALIZATION ACT 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, the Food 
and Drug Administration, FDA, plays a 
major role in ensuring that the Amer-
ican people have access to the safe and 
effective medicines that they need. In 
fact, FDA-regulated products account 
for about 25 cents of every consumer 
dollar spent. At the heart of all FDA’s 
regulatory activities is a judgment 
about whether a product’s benefits to 
users will outweigh its risks. These 
judgments must be science-based to 
allow the agency to provide the most 
health promotion and protection at the 
least cost to the public. As we work on 
FDA legislation this year, we need to 
keep that science-based mission at the 
forefront of our decision making. 

Last week, the HELP Committee re-
ported S. 1082, the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration Act, FDARA. The bill 
couples must-pass reauthorizations of 
the Prescription Drug User Fee Act, 
PDUFA, and the Medical Device User 
Fee and Modernization Act, MDUFMA, 
with tour additional pieces of legisla-
tion that I am unable to support at this 
time. It is my hope that we can con-
tinue to work in a bipartisan way to 
improve this bill as it moves to the 
floor. 

The Prescription Drug User Fee Act, 
PDUFA, first enacted in 1992, gives the 
FDA the authority to collect user fees 
from pharmaceutical manufacturers in 
order to enhance their ability to ensure 
timely access to safe and effective 
medicines. By reducing the length of 
review time required to approve a drug, 
PDUFA has clearly been a success. 

Following the success of PDUFA, 
Congress enacted the Medical Device 
User Fee and Modernization Act; 
MDUFMA in 2002. Like with prescrip-
tion drugs, MDUFMA funds have been 
essential to reducing the length of time 
of the approval process and other im-
provements critical to the success of 
the device review process. 

This year, both the PDUFA and 
MDUFMA reauthorizations have been 
negotiated between the FDA and indus-
try and are worthy of support. In fact, 
I believe these agreements improve 
both programs and will improve the 
safety of these products in the market-
place. If we do not renew these pro-
grams by September 30, we risk losing 
this essential source of funding and pa-
tients will face longer review times and 
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diminished access to much needed 
medicines and devices. 

However, the Kennedy-Enzi language 
also includes provisions on drug safety 
and pediatric medicines and devices. 
All are important issues, but each title 
of the bill includes provisions that I be-
lieve could do more harm than good. 

Originally, drug safety legislation 
was intended to address legitimate con-
cerns many had about how long it took 
FDA to identify unexpected complica-
tions after a drug was approved and to 
provide FDA with additional authori-
ties to act in those instances. 

The Kennedy-Enzi language attempts 
to address the length of time it can 
take to identify problems by including 
language that directs the FDA to es-
tablish an active surveillance system. 
This is essential to addressing any po-
tential problems with postmarket drug 
safety. I strongly support this in con-
cept but feel the language needs to be 
strengthened to ensure that the FDA 
has the direction it needs to implement 
a robust system in an expedited time-
frame. Information collected must be 
standardized, and the overall system 
should be validated. Without these and 
other important benchmarks included 
in my Safer DATA bill, we are essen-
tially setting the FDA up for failure. 

While not going far enough on drug 
surveillance, the bill goes too far on 
providing FDA with new authorities. 
The Kennedy-Enzi language imposes 
new requirements on manufacturers to 
develop Risk Evaluation and Mitiga-
tion Strategies, REMS, and gives the 
FDA the authority to require them in 
both the preapproval and postmarket 
settings. Importantly, the standards by 
which FDA can impose REMS are very 
broad and lack specific requirements 
through which this standard is trig-
gered. This gives the FDA excessive 
discretion on imposing REMS on man-
ufacturers even when a drug has a low 
risk profile. 

While clearly the FDA needs new au-
thorities, it is critical to strike a bal-
ance, and I fear the Kennedy-Enzi lan-
guage has gone too far and will slow 
the approval of new medicines and 
thereby reduce access. 

Instead, the language should be 
modified so that REMS only applies 
when the Secretary determines that 
the new active surveillance system has 
signaled a risk. At that point, FDA 
should have the authority to require 
manufacturers to judiciously minimize 
risks without encumbering drug avail-
ability or interfering with drug re-
search, development, and delivery. Any 
expansion of FDA authority should re-
spect this approach. 

The Kennedy-Enzi language also 
gives the FDA the authority to require 
prereview of direct-to-consumer adver-
tising, specific drug advertising disclo-
sures, and a 2-year moratorium on di-
rect-to-consumer advertising. As draft-
ed, these provisions raise a variety of 
first amendment issues, specifically 
the 2-year ban on advertising. Much 
can be done to ensure that consumers 

receive information that is not false or 
misleading without banning patient ac-
cess to health care information. 

The Kennedy-Enzi language also in-
cludes three separate pediatrics bills: 
the reauthorization of the Best Phar-
maceuticals for Children Act, BPCA, 
the reauthorization of the Pediatric 
Research Equity Act, PREA, and the 
Pediatric Medical Device Safety and 
Improvement Act. 

To encourage the study of more 
drugs in the pediatric population, 
BPCA as originally enacted as part of 
the Food and Drug Administration 
Modernization Act in 1997, and reau-
thorized in 2002, grants an additional 6 
months of patent life to a product or 
pediatric exclusivity in exchange for 
the voluntary studies of prescription 
drugs conducted on children. Since its 
enactment, BPCA has been viewed as a 
highly successful program and has pro-
duced at least 132 completed studies, 
leading to at least 115 pediatric label 
changes. 

Under the Kennedy-Enzi language, 
the pediatric exclusivity would be 
capped at 3 months if annual sales for 
all drugs with the same active ingre-
dient are over $1 billion in any year. 
This cap for ‘‘blockbuster’’ drugs un-
fairly segments patent protection re-
gimes by making more successful drugs 
subject to reduced incentives. Our 
health care system needs to enhance 
research into children’s drugs, not re-
duce the incentives for manufacturers 
that produce them. Simply put, the 
current program is working, and im-
posing a ‘‘cap’’ on the pediatric exclu-
sivity award will reduce the incentive 
to conduct pediatric studies and, how-
ever formulated, would significantly 
complicate the administration of the 
program. 

Enacted in 2003, PREA gives the FDA 
authority to require pediatric studies 
on the same approved indication of a 
certain drug in adults. BPCA and 
PREA work hand in hand to encourage 
the further study of prescription drugs 
in pediatric populations. It is because 
of the great success of these two pro-
grams that I am pleased that the bill 
requires both programs to be reauthor-
ized together in 2012. This joint sunset 
date allows for further reauthoriza-
tions to continue to balance the incen-
tives and authorities that drive pedi-
atric study. 

One troubling aspect of the BPCA 
and PREA reauthorizations is the cre-
ation of an internal review committee. 
Nobody would argue that pediatric pop-
ulations should not get special consid-
eration within the inner workings of 
the agency; however, as drafted, the in-
ternal review committee conflicts with 
the current staff functions of the FDA. 

The Pediatric Medical Device Safety 
and Improvement Act aims to improve 
the process for approving pediatric 
medical devices and encourages re-
search, development, and manufacture 
of pediatric devices through dem-
onstration grants and incentives. It 
modifies the human device exemption 

for medical devices to allow manufac-
turers to earn a profit for HDE-ap-
proved pediatric devices but maintains 
the requirement that a humanitarian 
use device is limited to one that treats 
and diagnoses diseases or conditions 
that affect fewer than 4,000 individuals 
in the United States. This is a good 
policy, which will help foster the devel-
opment of pediatric devices. Unfortu-
nately, the bill also expands FDA’s au-
thority to require companies to con-
duct postmarket studies of adult de-
vices, even in circumstances in which 
the manufacturer has no intent to mar-
ket the device to pediatric populations. 
Forcing companies to conduct studies 
on their products for unintended and 
unapproved use diverts resources that 
could be used for further innovation, 
research, and development. 

Of additional concern is that at this 
time, many provisions of the bill have 
never been scored by CBO. The provi-
sions in this bill have a significant im-
pact on the FDA and require a number 
of changes at the agency that will re-
quire significant dollars. Because 
PDUFA and MDUFMA are based on ne-
gotiations between industry and the 
administration, any changes that im-
pact that careful compromise need to 
be fully vetted and understood. Unfor-
tunately, at this time we do not have 
that information. 

It is clear to all that there are nu-
merous complicated issues involved. 
Some provisions provide a great ben-
efit, while others may have graver con-
sequences than even the bill’s sponsors 
would intend. It is my hope that as we 
deal with these issues, we can do so in 
a manner that is science based and fa-
vors patient access over regulatory 
burden. 

I ask that the following statement of 
HHS Secretary Leavitt be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, April 17, 2007. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on Health, Education, 

Labor, and Pensions, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN KENNEDY: I am pleased to 
share the Department’s views on the Chair-
man’s mark to S. 1082, the Food and Drug 
Administration Revitalization Act. We ap-
preciate the commitment of you and the 
Committee in addressing many of the crit-
ical issues facing the Food and Drug Admin-
istration. We support many of the provisions 
of the bill and note the many changes made 
in response to HHS comments. However, we 
continue to have significant concerns with a 
number of provisions and hope to work with 
you to address these before the measure is 
considered on the floor. 

OVERVIEW 
The Administration strongly supports the 

reauthorization of the prescription drug user 
fee and medical device user fee programs. 
These user fee programs expire at the end of 
the current fiscal year and their timely reau-
thorization is critical to the ability of FDA 
to continue to speed new drugs, biologics and 
devices to market to benefit the health of 
the American people. 
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We are pleased that the bill is consistent 

with our PDUFA IV proposal by providing 
the sound financial footing for FDA, enhanc-
ing premarket review, creating a new pro-
gram for review of television advertise-
ments, and significantly strengthening the 
post-market drug safety system. However, 
we are troubled by the proposal to fund drug 
safety activities in Title II with user fees. In 
our view, the amount that could be raised 
through user fees may be inadequate, but we 
are concerned with reopening the PDUFA IV 
proposal. 

We also thank the Committee for including 
language that reflects the draft MDUFMA II 
proposal. However, we want to work with 
you to address any concerns once the public 
comment process has been completed and we 
are able to transmit the final package to 
Congress. 

There are other provisions in the bill that 
raise serious concerns. In particular, both 
BPCA and PREA have been very successful 
in providing the necessary incentives for 
drug companies to conduct pediatric clinical 
trials to improve drug labeling for children, 
thus enhancing the quality of their medical 
care. 

We support the extension of the Best Phar-
maceutical for Children’s Act. However, the 
provisions in the substitute bill would reduce 
the incentive to conduct clinical trials for 
children, thus reducing the effectiveness of 
the program and changes are made that 
make the program virtually unworkable. For 
these reasons, we favor a straight extension 
of current law over the enactment of the 
BPCA provisions in this bill. 

In addition, the PRIA, as drafted, would 
make this program burdensome for FDA to 
the point that we would instead propose a 
straight extension of current law. 

Finally, as demonstrated by proposed in-
creases for drug safety in the President’s FY 
2008 Budget Request and the drug safety en-
hancements in our PDUFA IV proposal, we 
have a strong commitment to improving the 
FDA drug safety system. In our view, the 
core issues of drug safety are better tools for 
surveillance of drug events, improved sci-
entific tools for evaluating drug safety prob-
lems, and better means of communicating 
drug safety problems to providers and pa-
tients. However, the bill as drafted is overly 
onerous in terms of process and structural 
changes and could actually have the unin-
tended effect of slowing down drug approv-
als—while doing little to address the core 
issues of drug safety. In addition, this would 
be extremely resource intensive. 

Now, I would like to turn to more detailed 
comments on the substitute bill. 

TITLE I—PRESCRIPTION DRUG USER FEES 
FDA’s review of new drug applications 

(NDAs) and biologics license applications 
(BLAs) is central to FDA’s mission to pro-
tect and promote the public health. In 1992 
Congress enacted PDUFA, intending to re-
duce the time necessary for new drug appli-
cation review, and subsequently has reau-
thorized it twice. As you know, the current 
user fee program is scheduled to expire on 
September 30, 2007. 

PDUFA has produced significant benefits 
for public health, including providing the 
public access to 1,220 new drugs and bio-
logics. During the PDUFA era, FDA review-
ers have approved: 76 new medicines for can-
cer; 178 anti-infective medications (including 
56 for treatment of HIV or Hepatitis); 111 
medicines for metabolic and endocrine dis-
orders; 115 medicines for neurological and 
psychiatric disorders; and 80 medicines for 
cardiovascular and renal disease. 

In addition, PDUFA implementation ef-
forts have dramatically reduced product re-
view times. While maintaining our rigorous 

review standards, we now review drugs as 
fast as or faster than anywhere in the world. 
The median approval time for priority new 
drug and biologic applications has dropped 
from 14 months in fiscal year (FY) 1993 to 
only six months in FY 2006. 

The most recent reauthorization of 
PDUFA directed FDA to consult with the 
House Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
the Senate Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions, appropriate scientific 
and academic experts, health care 
prefessionals, patient representatives, con-
sumer advocacy groups, and the regulated 
inustry in developing recommendations for 
PDUFA reauthorization. We have complied 
with these requirements in preparing our 
PDUFA IV proposal, and we are pleased that 
the draft bill reflects the Administration’s 
PDUFA IV proposal. We believe that the pro-
posal places PDUFA on a sound financial 
footing, enhance premarket review, and cre-
ate a modern post-market drug safety sys-
tem that follows products across their life 
cycle. Importantly, the proposal also sup-
ports new user fees to support the review of 
direct-to-consumer television advertise-
ments voluntarily submitted to FDA for re-
view prior to airing. 

TITLE II—DRUG SAFETY 
SUBTITLE A—RISK EVALUATION AND MITIGATION 

STRATEGIES [REMS] 
New drugs, biologics, devices, and 

diagnostics present the greatest opportuni-
ties currently available to improve health 
care and the way medicine is practiced. The 
number of lives saved are prolonged by new 
therapies outweighs the risks that the treat-
ments themselves pose. It is also true that 
all such products pose potential risks. Thus, 
a drug safety system of the highest possible 
quality should not be confused with a system 
in which drugs are risk free. Because there 
are risks whenever anyone uses a medica-
tion, safety considerations involve complex 
judgments by the healthcare provider com-
munity, patients, and consumers, who must 
constantly weigh the benefits and assess the 
risks before deciding to use a medical prod-
uct. 

Attempts to address these risks must bal-
ance access and innovation with regulatory 
steps to improve the approach to safety 
issues. We need to make sure that such steps 
do not impede access to new medical prod-
ucts that can be used safely and effectively 
by patients suffering from unmet medical 
needs today. Many of these bill provisions 
seem fixed on process changes and structural 
changes in government programs, and not on 
making fundamental improvements in the 
science of drug safety. Some changes pre-
scribe specific Agency action when the 
science of drug safety may not require such 
intervention, such as the requirement to 
present all new molecular entities to advi-
sory committees for discussion. Such 
changes could limit access to needed medi-
cines and slow down new innovations while 
doing little to address the core issues of drug 
safety. 

Improved drug safety is not simply a mat-
ter of extending new legal authorities to 
FDA or requiring the Agency to engage in 
certain detailed activity. Indeed, extending 
these interventions or expanding the use of 
REMS is unlikely to result in improvements 
in drug safety as desired by the bill’s spon-
sors. 

The better overall strategy is to ensure 
that FDA has appropriate resources and the 
capacity to develop better scientific tools 
and approaches to drug review, including (1) 
improving information available to the 
Agency; (2) improving its ability to evaluate 
this information; and (3) improving how that 
evaluation is communicated to the public. 

Accordingly, the Administration’s pro-
posed PDUFA IV recommendations support 
improvements with respect to: the informa-
tion that the Agency receives, and with 
which it makes drug-safety related deci-
sions, including the spontaneous reports we 
get from sponsors and providers as well as 
our ability to tap into epidemiological data 
sets to probe more routine questions; our an-
alytical tools and approaches for evaluating 
this information and turning raw data about 
drug-safety related questions into practical 
medical facts that can be communicated to 
providers and patients to help them better 
inform their decision making; and the way in 
which we can effectively communicate these 
findings, as well as communicate the Agen-
cy’s response once we draw a conclusion 
about the data we have, or we are made 
aware of a potential drug safety problem or 
an emerging safety issue. 

We support the addition of provisions for 
an active drug safety surveillance system 
that would be established through a public- 
private partnership and we want to work 
with you on this provision to ensure the 
most effective implementation. 

We continue to oppose the breadth of the 
proposed requirements for risk evaluation 
and mitigation strategies outlined in the 
bill. We believe it is unnecessarily burden-
some on FDA and industry to require routine 
active surveillance and periodic reassess-
ments for all drugs, as the legislation now 
does. 

Even as modified in the substitute bill, the 
REMS approach would duplicate and overlap 
elements of the extensive adverse event re-
porting system already required by FDA 
(which includes incident-specific, quarterly, 
and annual reporting). It would also dupli-
cate existing FDC Act labeling require-
ments, which provide for MedGuides, pack-
age inserts, and other materials which con-
vey information to physicians and phar-
macists (as well as patients) to address and 
minimize risk. Moreover, FDA and industry 
already engage in efforts with respect to im-
plementation of risk minimization action 
plans (‘‘RiskMAPs’’) for those products that 
warrant such additional risk minimization 
protocols. In addition, FDA already has au-
thority to require post-approval studies in 
select circumstances. Codifying new author-
ity to these same ends is unnecessary and re-
dundant. 

We are also concerned about the adequacy 
of resources proposed for the significant in-
crease in work that the legislation would en-
tail (e.g., active surveillance, REMS-related 
activities, the Drug Safety Oversight Board 
activities, compliance work, and public 
meetings). Moreover, we are particularly 
concerned that the proposal would support 
all of these activities by PDUFA user fees, 
although this was not part of the industry 
agreement. Reopening negotiations at this 
time would risk the timely reauthorization 
of PDUFA. 

Finally, the Drug Safety Oversight Board 
[DSOB] would be used to review disputes be-
tween the sponsor and the FDA concerning 
REMS. Not only does the DSOB not have the 
necessary expertise to handle dispute resolu-
tions, the bill proposes the disputes be raised 
directly to the DSOB bypassing the existing 
dispute resolution process specified in cur-
rent law [Section 562 of the Act] thus elimi-
nating the possibility of resolving disputes 
at a lower level. Since the DSB would be the 
primary source of dispute resolution, this re-
quirement would so overburden the DSB that 
they will be unable to conduct their other 
important functions. 
SUBTITLE B—REAGAN-UDALL FOUNDATION FOR 

THE FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION 
This subtitle would amend chapter VII of 

the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act to 
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establish the Reagan-Udall Foundation for 
the Food and Drug Administration, for pur-
poses of advancing the FDA’s mission to 
modernize the medical, veterinary, food, 
food ingredient, and cosmetic product devel-
opment, accelerate innovation, and enhance 
product safety. We believe that the proposed 
Foundation may accelerate the national ef-
fort to modernize product-related sciences 
with some additional changes. Another 
se10us concern is the creation in statute of 
the Office of the Chief Scientist. This is re-
dundant and the functions would duplicate 
and conflict with the functions of the cur-
rent Chief Medical Office position. We look 
forward to working with you to continue to 
refine this section. 

SUBTITLE C—CLINICAL TRIALS 
Subtitle C would establish a publicly avail-

able database to improve opportunities for 
enrollment in clinical trials and to enhance 
access to clinical trials results for the ben-
efit of patients, health care providers and re-
searchers. 

We support the goal and concept of enhanc-
ing access to information on clinical trials 
and providing a mechanism to enable health 
care professionals and the public to obtain 
information about trial results. We believe 
that such efforts should: emphasize trans-
parency; minimize costs and administrative 
burdens and build on current efforts; utilize 
available technology to streamline and mini-
mize the need for new funding; ensure that 
such activities improve the public health; 
and recognize legal or funding limitations of 
the affected federal agencies. 

In addition, we have concerns with the 
mandated negotiated rule making process 
which is time consuming and resource inten-
sive. 

The draft language takes important steps 
to addressing concerns previously raised by 
the department, and we look forward to con-
tinuing to work with the Committee on 
these issue. 

SUBTITLE D—CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 
FDA’s advisory committees play an essen-

tial role in FDA’s activities to protect and 
promote public health through the regula-
tion of human and animal drugs, biological 
products, medical devices, and. foods: It is 
important that any legislation concerning 
review of conflicts of interest for advisory 
committee members and criteria for eligi-
bility for participation in meetings afford 
FDA the flexibility to obtain needed exter-
nal expertise while minimizing the potential 
for a conflict of interest. We appreciate the 
improvements to the draft legislation to ad-
dress these important issues. We note that 
some concerns remain regarding the scope 
and applicability of the waiver provision, the 
limitation on waivers if a member’s own sci-
entific work is under consideration, 
prescreening requirements and the scope of 
financial disclosures by advisory Committee 
candidates and members. We hope to work 
further with the Committee to address these 
remaining issues. 

TITLE III—MEDICAL DEVICE USER FEES 
FDA’s review of medical device applica-

tions is essential to FDA’s mission to pro-
tect and promote the public health. In 2002 
Congress enacted MDUFMA, intending to re-
duce the time necessary for new medical de-
vice application review. As you know, the 
current user fee program is scheduled to ex-
pire on September 30, 2007. 

Similar to PDUFA, FDA was directed to 
consult with stakeholders in developing rec-
ommendations for MDUFMA reauthoriza-
tion. We have complied with these require-
ments in preparing our MDUFMA II pro-
posal, and we are pleased that the draft bill 
is consistent with the Administration’s draft 

MDUFMA II recommendations as laid out in 
the Federal Register notice. 

As we announced on April 16, FDA is hold-
ing a public meeting on April 30 and pro-
viding the public with a 30-day period in 
which to comment on the Administration’s 
legislative recommendations in accordance 
with Section 105 of MDUFMA. We look for-
ward to sending you the Administration’s 
final recommendations shortly after the pub-
lic comment period closes. 

TITLE IV—PEDIATRIC MEDICAL PRODUCTS 

SUBTITLE A—BEST PHARMACEUTICALS FOR 
CHILDREN 

The Administration supports reauthoriza-
tion of the Best Pharmaceuticals for Chil-
dren Act. The incentive for pediatric studies 
provided in this legislation has had a power-
ful impact on providing important safety, ef-
ficacy, and dosing information for drugs used 
in children. It has created an environment 
that promotes the study of drugs in children, 
fostered an infrastructure for pediatric clin-
ical trials that was previously non-existent, 
and enabled FDA to obtain important pedi-
atric information and numerous labeling 
changes. 

However, the substitute bill contains sev-
eral provisions that we believe will have a 
severe negative impact on this successful 
program. The incentive to conduct clinical 
trials for children will be compromised and 
the creation of an internal review committee 
and other program changes will make the 
BPCA virtually unworkable. For this reason, 
the Administration would favor a straight 
reauthorization over the enactment of these 
provisions. I will now review some of our spe-
cific concerns. 

First, as mentioned above, the current in-
centive of the 6 month period of exclusivity 
has worked well and should be maintained. 
Through this legislation, FDA has been able 
to effect important labeling changes on 122 
different products. Any weakening of this in-
centive can only have the effect of reducing 
its effectiveness. Accordingly, the proposal 
to shorten this incentive or to only provide 
exclusivity to drugs with one or more year 
left of patents and exclusivity life are of sig-
nificant concern. 

FDA supports greater internal coopera-
tion; however, the draft bill’s creation of an 
internal review committee is of concern for 
a number of reasons. First, a legislative re-
quirement for what are primarily staff func-
tions is in direct conflict with the expertise, 
flexibility and efficiency needed to ensure 
rapid review of pediatric product develop-
ment. We have concerns about the structure 
and composition of the committee. Second, 
the proposal assigns the dual function of ap-
proving written requests and granting exclu-
sivity, which may result in conflicts between 
the subjective intent of the written request 
and the objective evaluation as to whether 
the studies fairly respond to the actual 
terms of written request. We recommend 
keeping the two functions separate. Third, 
we believe that tracking pediatric studies 
are responsibilities more appropriately as-
signed to agency staff, since they are routine 
functions that do not require a decision- 
making body. 

There are a number of critical technical 
provisions which affect the submission of re-
ports, labeling changes, and disclosure of in-
formation which needs to be modified to en-
sure the process works as intended. 

SUBTITLE B—PEDIATRIC RESEARCH 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 

As noted above, we support the efforts to 
improve internal consistency and efficiency. 
However, the bill’s creation of an internal re-
view committee for Pediatric Research Eq-
uity Act [PREA] assessments is also of con-

cern similar to the reasons stated above. A 
legislative requirement for what are pri-
marily staff functions is in direct conflict 
with the expertise, flexibility and efficiency 
needed to ensure rapid review of pediatric 
product development. We do have serious 
concerns about the structure and composi-
tion of the committee as well as the poten-
tial impact on the current process given the 
number and extent of assessments. 

There are technical provisions which affect 
the submission of reports, labeling changes, 
and disclosure of information which needs to 
be modified to ensure the process works as 
intended. As stated above with regard to 
BPCA, we feel that the changes in the sub-
stitute bill will make the Pediatric Research 
Equity Act program unworkable and the Ad-
ministration would rather have a straight 
reauthorization of PREA than enactment of 
the substitute bill. 

SUBTITLE C—PEDIATRIC MEDICAL DEVICES 

With regard to Subtitle C-Pediatric Med-
ical Devices, while we support measures to 
stimulate the increase availability of pedi-
atric devices, we have major concerns with 
these provisions. 

In the area of pediatric device research, 
NIH has a number of research efforts under-
way in this area and we believe it would be 
more efficient and effective to utilize cur-
rent research initiatives at NIH rather than 
embark on a new private sector initiative. 
The funding of a private consortia would si-
phon off dollars for administrative expenses 
[that could otherwise go for pediatric device 
research. In addition, we oppose having a pri-
vate entity making the decisions on research 
priorities. 

The amendment to the Humanitarian De-
vice Exemption would remove the profit- 
making restriction for HDEs approved for pe-
diatric indications on the theory that allow-
ing profit will stimulate the production of 
more pediatric devices for limited popu-
lations. Allowing profits up to a sales cap is 
an impractical policy tool. Our view is that 
this amendment to the HDE exemption 
would be administratively burdensome and 
costly for industry and the FDA, and would 
have a questionable impact on the incentive 
to develop new pediatric devices. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, this letter has cited many 
problems with provisions included in this 
bill—some we believe will not achieve their 
policy objectives; some are unduly burden-
some on the industry and the FDA. Still oth-
ers appear to be unworkable or potentially 
costly. In addition to these concerns, the Ad-
ministration may have additional concerns 
in connection with this legislation. 

We have raised many serious objections in 
our comments above and it is our hope that 
we can work with you and others to resolve 
these before the bill is considered on the 
floor. Our support of this legislation is con-
tingent on the satisfactory resolution of 
these concerns. 

OMB advises that from the standpoint of 
the Administration’s program there is no ob-
jection to the transmittal of this letter. We 
look forward to our collaboration with you 
on this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL O. LEAVITT. 

f 

ANNUAL CRAWFISH BOIL IN 
GILLETTE, WYOMING 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I would like 
to speak about community spirit. In 
the Senate, we work day in and day out 
to pass good policy that will provide 
for the safety, security, and health of 
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the Nation, but we are not alone in our 
effort to make our country better. In 
fact, we are but a small part. There are 
great events taking place every day in 
our country that are examples of 
neighbor helping neighbor, people who 
do not wait and do not ask for help but 
take it upon themselves to act. I would 
like to tell you about one such example 
that has been going on for years in Wy-
oming right in the small community I 
call home. 

When people think about my home-
town of Gillette, WY, many images 
come to mind—sagebrush as far as the 
eye can see, coal trucks, and cattle 
herds. We have deer, antelope, and 
some buffalo in the neighboring com-
munity of Wright. Our kids are great 
basketball players, and we work hard 
to get the methane gas and minerals 
that power this country. The list goes 
on. But after living in Gillette for more 
than three decades, what stands out 
about home are the people themselves, 
their character, their sense of commu-
nity, and how they come together to 
help each other. And then there is the 
crawfish. Yes, I said crawfish. 

This week, Gillette will be kicking 
off a 24-year tradition of flying in 10,000 
pounds of crawfish for the annual 
Crawfish Boil. The event raises money 
for local families with medical hard-
ships and was started in 1983 by the So-
ciety of Petroleum Engineers. The 
event raised $117,000 last year to help 
people get medical treatment. This 
weekend we hope to top that number. 

Wyoming may be small in popu-
lation, but our families know how to 
help each other out more than any 
other State in the Nation. Wyoming-
ites do not just rely on government for 
help—they talk to neighbors, they 
come up with a good idea, they orga-
nize, and they follow through. The 
crawfish feed is an example for the Na-
tion on how to pull yourself and your 
neighbor up by the bootstraps and have 
fun doing it. 

Gillette not only raised $117,000 at 
last year’s Crawfish Boil, the Festival 
of Trees raised $51,500 for hospice and 
lifeline services, the Chili Cook-Off 
raised $28,800 for the Council of Com-
munity Services, the Black Cat Ball 
raised $26,000 for the Hospice Hospi-
tality House, the Chuckles for Charity 
event raised $24,000 for the Gillette 
Area Refuge, and the Rotary Ball 
raised $40,000 for education and other 
programs in Gillette. Mr. President, 
$287,000 in 1 year, in one community 
with roughly 25,000 residents. I could 
not think of a better place to call 
home. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CODY CARITHERS 
∑ Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, it is with 
the greatest pleasure that I honor and 
congratulate Cody Carithers who is a 
senior at Highland High School in Ar-
kansas and will graduate on May 18, 
2007. Cody has accomplished an amaz-
ing feat—he has never missed a day of 

school. Since kindergarten at Cherokee 
Elementary School in Highland until 
now, never missed a day. 

This accomplishment has not been 
easy. Cody was diagnosed with a brain 
tumor near his optic nerve a little over 
2 years ago. This caused frequent head-
aches and required many trips to Ar-
kansas Children’s Hospital in Little 
Rock. Cody was adamant about main-
taining his perfect attendance, and the 
hospital worked with him to schedule 
his appointments on school holidays or 
in the evening so he wouldn’t miss a 
day of school. What a determined 
young man. 

Cody is involved in a number of 
school activities, clubs and organiza-
tions. He is an active member of Fu-
ture Farmers of America and is presi-
dent of the Rebels Against Drugs Pro-
gram at Highland High School. He has 
also participated in sports. 

During the summer, Cody volun-
teered at the Sharp County Library. He 
has been employed for the past 2 years 
at Ivey’s Automotive Center in High-
land. Cody’s plans after graduation are 
to attend Black River Technical Col-
lege and pursue a degree in aviation 
maintenance or automotive tech-
nology. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in ap-
plauding Cody Carithers for his deter-
mination, drive and incredible school 
attendance record. He exemplifies 
Highland High School’s motto, ‘‘A tra-
dition of excellence.’’∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. DAVID M. GIPP 
∑ Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, today I 
pay tribute to an extraordinary schol-
ar, leader, and friend, Dr. David M. 
Gipp. 

On May 2, Dr. Gipp will celebrate 30 
years at the helm of United Tribes 
Technical College in Bismarck, ND. 
United Tribes Technical College, 
UTTC, is the only intertribally owned 
postsecondary vocational institution in 
the Nation. Since its founding in 1969, 
the college has served more than 10,000 
students representing 75 federally rec-
ognized tribes. 

During his tenure as president, Dr. 
Gipp has spearheaded an incredible 
transformation of the college and in 
higher education for American Indians. 
Dr. Gipp was the first executive direc-
tor of the American Indian Higher Edu-
cation Consortium and later he served 
as its president. He was instrumental 
in the formulation of the Tribal Col-
leges or Universities Assistance Act, 
which started to address the Federal 
Government’s obligation in providing 
higher education for American Indians. 

Under Dr. Gipp’s leadership, UTTC 
has grown from just over 100 students 
and 12 programs of study to more than 
1,018 students for the 2006–2007 school 
year with 24 different 2-year and cer-
tificate programs and bachelor’s pro-
grams. In this time, Dr. Gipp has led 
the college’s transition from tradi-
tional vocational trades to programs 
geared toward the labor needs of Indian 
Country. He also propelled UTTC into 
becoming the first tribal college in the 

Nation to be authorized to offer full on-
line degree programs. In recent years, 
Dr. Gripp has led the fight to restore 
funding for the college that was cut 
from the Department of Interior’s 
budget. 

Dr. Gipp has been an agent of posi-
tive change in the lives of thousands of 
students who have attended United 
Tribes Technical College. He is a true 
champion for higher education and a 
powerful national advocate for the 
tribal colleges. His passion is infec-
tious, and he has empowered individ-
uals to reach to their goals no matter 
how small or large. 

John Quincy Adams once said ‘‘[I]f 
your actions inspire others to dream 
more, learn more, do more and become 
more, you are a leader.’’ Dr. Gipp is a 
leader in every sense of the word. I 
want to extend my congratulations to 
Dr. Gipp on 30 years as president of 
United Tribes Technical College.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CECIL E. WILLIAMS, 
JR. 

∑ Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, today I 
wish to honor the life of a man revered 
as the most influential man in Arkan-
sas agriculture. Cecil E. Williams, Jr., 
who passed on April 12, was respected 
by his peers and seen as an unparal-
leled advocate for farmer’s interests, 
where he tried to save not only their 
lives, but also their jobs and livelihood. 

Undoubtedly, agriculture is the back-
bone of rural Arkansas and rural Amer-
ica. Today, Arkansas agriculture pro-
vides nearly one in every five jobs in 
my State, and we rank in the top 10 na-
tionally in the production of many 
commodities, including rice and cot-
ton, where we rank No. 1 and No. 2 re-
spectively. Much of Arkansas’ success 
in agriculture can be directly attrib-
uted to Cecil Williams and his hard 
work. Mr. Williams worked hard during 
his lifetime to make Arkansas agri-
culture a force to be reckoned with 
while establishing workable, sensible, 
and sound farm policy. For nearly 40 
years, Cecil Williams, known as the 
‘‘Dean of Farm Bills,’’ served as the di-
rector of the Agricultural Council of 
Arkansas, ACA, where he took great 
pride in serving what he considered a 
worthwhile cause: farmers and agri-
culture. 

After receiving an agribusiness de-
gree in 1960 from Louisiana State Uni-
versity, Mr. Williams began his career 
as a fieldworker for the National Cot-
ton Council and gained valuable in-
sight into the production, business, and 
policy angles of agriculture. After an 
impressive 5 years with the National 
Cotton Council, the Agricultural Coun-
cil of Arkansas recognized his talents 
and heavily recruited him to join their 
ranks. Once at the council, he quickly 
ascended to a leadership role with the 
organization and went on to fight for 
farm policy that made sense for Arkan-
sas, improve checkoff programs for 
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crops, and provide better insurance 
programs. One of Williams’ most sto-
ried accomplishments was getting the 
average farmer involved in the leader-
ship and policy development process, 
most notably by developing the Na-
tional Cotton Council’s Producer 
Steering Committee. To this day, the 
Steering Committee continues to en-
sure producers have an active voice on 
policy issues. He never underestimated 
the knowledge and influence carried by 
the producer. Farmers all over Arkan-
sas appreciated that and never forgot 
the respect he gave their opinions. 

Cecil Williams took each event in 
stride and persevered with leadership 
and optimism. His ability to develop 
and foster leadership among the pro-
ducer ranks was and still is an impres-
sive feat. His relentless defense of agri-
culture, and the years he spent culti-
vating active and knowledgeable pro-
ducers in Arkansas will be long remem-
bered by those whose lives he touched 
through his tireless devotion. I am al-
ways proud to see Arkansas farmers 
when they make their way to Wash-
ington or when I am traveling the 
state. These are, without a doubt in my 
mind, the best farmers in America 
thanks to the leadership of people like 
Cecil Williams. 

During his lifetime, Williams always 
led by example and stayed true to his 
cause; rarely will you find such a noble 
and grounded leader. This was a man 
who could see the big picture and still 
thoroughly understand the components 
needed on the ground. He believed 
firmly in what he represented and re-
mained active in production agri-
culture and the legislative arena up 
until his last days. 

Arkansas agriculture has suffered a 
great loss with the passing of Cecil Wil-
liams, but we will continue to remem-
ber this great man and benefit from his 
foresight and leadership. During his 
lifetime, Cecil Williams saw the pas-
sage of numerous farm bills and agri-
cultural laws. From his active role in 
production agriculture and agricul-
tural policy, he was also able to see the 
consequences of both good and bad 
farm policy. As Congress works on 
drafting the 2007 farm bill, let us not 
forget the legacy Cecil Williams left 
behind and take heed from the wisdom 
of his decades of experience. 

I pay my tribute to this legend of Ar-
kansas agriculture and express my 
greatest condolences to his family. He 
will be missed.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 

which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 9:15 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House agrees to 
the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1591) making 
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2007, and for other purposes. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker has signed the following en-
rolled bill: 

S. 521. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse and 
customhouse located at 515 West First Street 
in Duluth, Minnesota, as the ‘‘Gerald W. 
Heaney Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse and Customhouse’’. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD). 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 11:18 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 1681. An act to amend the Congres-
sional Charter of The American National 
Red Cross to modernize its governance struc-
ture, to enhance the ability of the board of 
governors of The American National Red 
Cross to support the critical mission of The 
American National Red Cross in the 21st cen-
tury, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. BYRD). 

At 1:32 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R.249. An act to restore the prohibition 
on the commercial sale and slaughter of wild 
free-roaming horses and burros. 

H.R. 493. An act to prohibit discrimination 
on the basis of genetic information with re-
spect to health insurance and employment. 

H.R. 1332. An act to improve the access to 
capital programs of the Small Business Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1678. An act to amend the Torture 
Victims Relief Act of 1998 to authorize ap-
propriations to provide assistance for domes-
tic and foreign programs and centers for the 
treatment of victims of torture, and for 
other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 7. Concurrent resolution call-
ing on the League of Arab States and each 
Member State individually to acknowledge 
the genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan 
and to step up their efforts to stop the geno-
cide in Darfur. 

H. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent resolution hon-
oring the life and accomplishments of Gian 
Carlo Menotti and recognizing the success of 
the Spoleto Festival USA in Charleston, 
South Carolina, which he founded. 

H. Con. Res. 121. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the benefits and importance of 
school-based music education, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 249. An act to restore the prohibition 
on the commercial sale and slaughter of wild 
free-roaming horses and burros; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

H.R. 1678. An act to amend the Torture 
Victims Relief Act of 1998 to authorize ap-
propriations to provide assistance for domes-
tic and foreign programs and centers for the 
treatment of victims of torture, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

The following concurrent resolutions 
were read, and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 7. Calling on the League of 
Arab States and each Member State individ-
ually to acknowledge the genocide in the 
Darfur region of Sudan and to step up their 
efforts to stop the genocide in Darfur; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

H. Con. Res. 121. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the benefits and importance of 
school-based music education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

H.R. 493. An act to prohibit discrimination 
on the basis of genetic information with re-
spect to health insurance and employment. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–1702. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the Administration’s implementation of ac-
tions recommended to streamline the certifi-
cation process for airplane seats and re-
straint systems; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–1703. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Commission’s annual report covering the fis-
cal year from October 1, 2005, through Sep-
tember 30, 2006; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC–1704. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of the Administrator, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Removal of 
Two Chemical Substances from Preliminary 
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Assessment Information Reporting and 
Health and Safety Data Reporting Rules’’ 
((RIN2070–AB08)(RIN2070–AB11)(FRL No. 
8124–9)) received on April 26, 2007; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–1705. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of the Administrator, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Change in 
Deadline for Rulemaking to Address the Con-
trol of Emissions from New Marine Compres-
sion-Ignition Engines at or Above 30 Liters 
per Cylinder’’ ((RIN2060–A026)(FRL No. 8306– 
7)) received on April 26, 2007; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–1706. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Associate Administrator, Office 
of the Administrator, Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Illi-
nois’’ (FRL No. 8302–5) received on April 26, 
2007; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–1707. A communication from the Coor-
dinator, U.S. Assistance to Europe and Eur-
asia, Department of State, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the organization’s annual 
report relative to U.S. assistance and cooper-
ative activities with Eurasia for fiscal year 
2006; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–1708. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, an annual report relative to applica-
tions for court orders made to federal and 
state courts to permit the interception of 
wire, oral, or electronic communications 
during calendar year 2006; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EC–1709. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis-
lative Affairs, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Office’s Annual 
Report for fiscal year 2005; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

EC–1710. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis-
lative Affairs, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, the report of draft legislation enti-
tled ‘‘Denying Firearms and Explosives to 
Dangerous Terrorists Act of 2007’’; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER, from the Com-
mittee on Intelligence: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Report of the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence Covering the 
Period January 4, 2005, to December 8, 2006’’ 
(Rept. No. 110–57). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. HAGEL: 
S. 1225. A bill to establish a process for 

aliens who meet certain conditions to be 
granted permanent resident status; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAYH (for himself, Mr. HATCH, 
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
COLEMAN, and Mr. SALAZAR): 

S. 1226. A bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to establish programs to 
improve the quality, performance, and deliv-

ery of pediatric care; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. KERRY: 
S. 1227. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act 

to establish carbon dioxide new source per-
formance standards for new coal-fired elec-
tric generated units; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 
OBAMA): 

S. 1228. A bill to amend section 485(f) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 regarding law 
enforcement emergencies; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1229. A bill to amend the Agricultural 

Marketing Act of 1946 to provide for the ap-
plication of mandatory minimum maturity 
standards applicable to all domestic and im-
ported Hass avocados; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 1230. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a refundable 
credit for contributions to qualified tuition 
programs; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. REED: 
S. 1231. A bill to amend part A of title II of 

the Higher Education Act of 1965 to enhance 
teacher training and teacher preparation 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 1232. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Education, to develop 
a voluntary policy for managing the risk of 
food allergy and anaphylaxis in schools, to 
establish school-based food allergy manage-
ment grants, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and Mr. 
CRAIG): 

S. 1233. A bill to provide and enhance inter-
vention, rehabilitative treatment, and serv-
ices to veterans with traumatic brain injury, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 
Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. 1234. A bill to strengthen the liability of 
parent companies for violations of sanctions 
by foreign entities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. CORNYN: 
S. 1235. A bill to impose appropriate pen-

alties for the assault or murder of a Federal 
law enforcement officer or Federal judge, for 
the retaliatory assault or murder of a family 
member of a Federal law enforcement officer 
or Federal judge, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 1236. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 regard-
ing highly qualified teachers, growth models, 
adequate yearly progress, Native American 
language programs, and parental involve-
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 1237. A bill to increase public safety by 

permitting the Attorney General to deny the 
transfer of firearms or the issuance of fire-
arms and explosives licenses to known or 
suspected dangerous terrorists; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr. 
WEBB): 

S. 1238. A bill to repeal certain provisions 
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, close tax 
loopholes, impose windfall profits tax on 
major integrated oil companies, provide a re-

serve fund for biofuels research and infra-
structure, and payments for low-income 
households; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. BROWN, and Mrs. DOLE): 

S. 1239. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the new markets 
tax credit through 2013, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. MURRAY, and 
Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 1240. A bill to provide for the provision 
by hospitals receiving Federal funds through 
the Medicare program or Medicaid program 
of emergency contraceptives to women who 
are survivors of sexual assault; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 

S. 1241. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify student housing 
eligible for the low-income housing credit, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. TESTER: 

S. 1242. A bill to amend the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act and Farm Security and Rural 
Investment Act of 2002 to establish a biofuel 
pilot program to offer crop insurance to pro-
ducers of experimental biofuel crops and a 
program to make loans and loan guarantees 
to producers of experimental biofuel crops; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, and Mr. DURBIN): 

S. 1243. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to reduce the age for receipt of 
military retired pay for nonregular service 
from 60 years of age to 55 years of age; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Mr. OBAMA, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
CASEY, and Mrs. MCCASKILL): 

S. 1244. A bill to amend the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to expand cov-
erage under the Act, to increase protections 
for whistleblowers, to increase penalties for 
certain violators, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 1245. A bill to reform mutual aid agree-
ments for the National Capitol Region; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, and Mr. AKAKA): 

S. 1246. A bill to establish and maintain a 
wildlife global animal information network 
for surveillance internationally to combat 
the growing threat of emerging diseases that 
involve wild animals, such as bird flu, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN: 

S. 1247. A bill to amend the Weir Farm Na-
tional Historic Site Establishment Act of 
1990 to limit the development of any prop-
erty acquired by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior for the development of visitor and ad-
ministrative facilities for the Weir Farm Na-
tional Historic Site, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 

SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Ms. STABENOW: 
S. Res. 173. A resolution designating Au-

gust 11, 2007, as ‘‘National Marina Day’’; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Ms. LANDRIEU, Ms. CANTWELL, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BAYH, Mr. VIT-
TER, Mr. COLEMAN, and Mr. CARDIN): 

S. Res. 174. A resolution honoring the en-
trepreneurial spirit of small business con-
cerns in the United States during National 
Small Business Week, beginning April 22, 
2007; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. COLE-
MAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. VITTER, Mr. KYL, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mrs. DOLE, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. BUNNING, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CASEY, 
Mr. BAYH, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. SMITH, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. BIDEN, and Mr. 
MCCONNELL): 

S. Res. 175. A resolution recognizing the 
59th anniversary of the independence of the 
State of Israel; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. REID, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. OBAMA, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
BROWNBACK, and Mr. MARTINEZ): 

S. Con. Res. 29. A concurrent resolution en-
couraging the recognition of the Negro Base-
ball Leagues and their players on May 20th 
of each year; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 223 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 

names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) and the Senator from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 223, a bill to require Sen-
ate candidates to file designations, 
statements, and reports in electronic 
form. 

S. 351 
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 351, a bill to amend title X of the 
Public Health Service Act to prohibit 
family planning grants from being 
awarded to any entity that performs 
abortions. 

S. 413 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 413, a bill to amend the Bank 
Holding Company Act of 1956 and the 
Revised Statutes of the United States 
to prohibit financial holding companies 
and national banks from engaging, di-
rectly or indirectly, in real estate bro-
kerage or real estate management ac-
tivities, and for other purposes. 

S. 522 
At the request of Mr. BAYH, the name 

of the Senator from Michigan (Ms. 
STABENOW) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 522, a bill to safeguard the economic 
health of the United States and the 

health and safety of the United States 
citizens by improving the management, 
coordination, and effectiveness of do-
mestic and international intellectual 
property rights enforcement, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 535 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 535, a bill to establish an Un-
solved Crimes Section in the Civil 
Rights Division of the Department of 
Justice, and an Unsolved Civil Rights 
Crime Investigative Office in the Civil 
Rights Unit of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, and for other purposes. 

S. 625 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 625, a bill to protect the public 
health by providing the Food and Drug 
Administration with certain authority 
to regulate tobacco products. 

S. 648 
At the request of Mr. CHAMBLISS, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 648, a bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to reduce the eligibility 
age for receipt of non-regular military 
service retired pay for members of the 
Ready Reserve in active federal status 
or on active duty for significant peri-
ods. 

S. 703 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 

of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
FEINGOLD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 703, a bill to expand the definition of 
immediate relative for purposes of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. 

S. 727 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 727, a bill to improve and 
expand geographic literacy among kin-
dergarten through grade 12 students in 
the United States by improving profes-
sional development programs for kin-
dergarten through grade 12 teachers of-
fered through institutions of higher 
education. 

S. 766 
At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 766, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide more 
effective remedies of victims of dis-
crimination in the payment of wages 
on the basis of sex, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 823 
At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 823, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act with respect to fa-
cilitating the development of 
microbicides for preventing trans-
mission of HIV/AIDS and other dis-
eases, and for other purposes. 

S. 879 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 

of the Senator from Vermont (Mr. 

SANDERS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 879, a bill to amend the Sherman Act 
to make oil-producing and exporting 
cartels illegal. 

S. 901 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 901, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to provide 
additional authorizations of appropria-
tions for the health centers program 
under section 330 of such Act. 

S. 902 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD) and the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. CLINTON) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 902, a bill to provide 
support and assistance for families of 
members of the National Guard and 
Reserve who are undergoing deploy-
ment, and for other purposes. 

S. 935 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 935, a bill to repeal the require-
ment for reduction of survivor annu-
ities under the Survivor Benefit Plan 
by veterans’ dependency and indemnity 
compensation, and for other purposes. 

S. 950 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
950, a bill to develop and maintain an 
integrated system of coastal and ocean 
observations for the Nation’s coasts, 
oceans, and Great Lakes, to improve 
warnings of tsunami, hurricanes, El 
Niño events, and other natural hazards, 
to enhance homeland security, to sup-
port maritime operations, to improve 
management of coastal and marine re-
sources, and for other purposes. 

S. 961 

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska, the names of the Senator from 
Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR), the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) and the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 961, a 
bill to amend title 46, United States 
Code, to provide benefits to certain in-
dividuals who served in the United 
States merchant marine (including the 
Army Transport Service and the Naval 
Transport Service) during World War 
II, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
961, supra. 

S. 970 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) and the Senator from New 
York (Mrs. CLINTON) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 970, a bill to impose 
sanctions on Iran and on other coun-
tries for assisting Iran in developing a 
nuclear program, and for other pur-
poses. 
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S. 1018 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1018, a bill to address security 
risks posed by global climate change 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1060 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1060, a bill to reauthorize the 
grant program for reentry of offenders 
into the community in the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, to improve reentry planning and 
implementation, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1117 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) and the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. COLLINS) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1117, a bill to establish a grant 
program to provide vision care to chil-
dren, and for other purposes. 

S. 1147 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1147, a bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to terminate the 
administrative freeze on the enroll-
ment into the health care system of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs of 
veterans in the lowest priority cat-
egory for enrollment (referred to as 
‘‘Priority 8’’). 

S. 1164 

At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1164, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to improve patient 
access to, and utilization of, the 
colorectal cancer screening benefit 
under the Medicare Program. 

S. 1181 

At the request of Mr. OBAMA, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1181, a bill to amend the 
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 to pro-
vide shareholders with an advisory 
vote on executive compensation. 

S. 1200 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1200, a bill to amend the In-
dian Health Care Improvement Act to 
revise and extend the Act. 

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1200, supra. 

S. 1212 

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1212, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
permit direct payment under the Medi-
care program for clinical social worker 
services provided to residents of skilled 
nursing facilities. 

S. 1213 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1213, a bill to give States 
the flexibility to reduce bureaucracy 
by streamlining enrollment processes 
for the Medicaid and State Children’s 
Health Insurance Programs through 
better linkages with programs pro-
viding nutrition and related assistance 
to low-income families. 

S. 1224 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1224, a bill to amend title 
XXI of the Social Security Act to reau-
thorize the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. RES. 125 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 125, a resolution designating 
May 18, 2007, as ‘‘Endangered Species 
Day’’, and encouraging the people of 
the United States to become educated 
about, and aware of, threats to species, 
success stories in species recovery, and 
the opportunity to promote species 
conservation worldwide. 

S. RES. 146 
At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the 

names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG) and the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 146, a 
resolution designating June 20, 2007, as 
‘‘American Eagle Day’’, and cele-
brating the recovery and restoration of 
the American bald eagle, the national 
symbol of the United States. 

S. RES. 154 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 154, a resolution demanding the 
return of the USS Pueblo to the United 
States Navy. 

S. RES. 155 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Res. 155, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate on efforts to con-
trol violence and strengthen the rule of 
law in Guatemala. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS—APRIL 25, 2007 

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self, Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY): 

S. 1224. A bill to amend title XXI of 
the Social Security Act to reauthorize 
the State Children’s Health Insurance 
Program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, when 
we enacted the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program a decade ago, we made a 
promise to low-income working fami-

lies to assist them in obtaining health 
insurance coverage for their children, 
and we must continue to keep that 
promise. Today, with Senators ROCKE-
FELLER and SNOWE, I am pleased to in-
troduce The Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program Reauthorization Act of 
2007. 

CHIP has been a significant success, 
and has made a real difference in many 
children’s lives. Over the past decade, 
the percentage of uninsured children 
has dropped dramatically, even though 
more and more of their parents have 
been losing coverage because employ-
ers decide to reduce it or drop it en-
tirely. 

In its first year, the program enrolled 
nearly a million children, and enroll-
ment has grown ever since. Average 
monthly enrollment is now 4 million, 
and over 6 million have been enrolled 
for at least part of the year. 

We know CHIP has made a difference 
in the lives of millions of children, but 
we also know that this is no time to 
rest on past success. We can and must 
do more to enroll the 6 million unin-
sured children who are eligible but not 
enrolled for CHIP and Medicaid, and to 
expand coverage so that all children 
can obtain the health care they need. 

The bill we are introducing today re-
authorizes the program and it will 
make sure that states have enough 
funds to provide health care to all chil-
dren who need this assistance. No par-
ents should be faced with the impos-
sible decision of whether they can af-
ford to take their sick child to the doc-
tor. 

The bill establishes a strong, reliable 
financing structure for CHIP. It more 
than doubles the Federal resources cur-
rently available over the next 5 years 
for covering children through CHIP. It 
ensures that all states will have the 
Federal matching funds needed both to 
sustain their existing programs and to 
move forward to cover the millions of 
children who are eligible for CHIP and 
Medicaid but remain unenrolled. 

Millions of uninsured children in 
America isn’t just wrong. It’s unac-
ceptable. We need to act now in getting 
to guarantee them the health coverage 
they need. 

This bill adopts a variety of ap-
proaches to help states increase their 
enrollment. It strengthens CHIP by ex-
panding the current program, improv-
ing its outreach, and making sure that 
all children have access to dental care 
and mental health services, so that 
good health care can be a reality for 
every child in America. 

Quality health care for children isn’t 
just a good option or a nice idea. It’s 
not merely something we wish we 
could do. It’s something we have to do. 
It’s an obligation. We started earlier 
this year by pledging what is needed in 
the budget, but we also need a CHIP re-
authorization that gives children the 
coverage we’ve promised them for the 
healthy future they deserve. The bill 
we’re introducing today does that. 

There’s a reason the CHIP program 
has always enjoyed bipartisan support. 
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It’s because all of us know how impor-
tant it is that all children have the 
chance to get a healthy start in life. I 
look forward to working to make sure 
all children get the health care they 
need, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
this week is Cover the Uninsured Week. 
And, I cannot think of a more appro-
priate time to introduce the legislation 
that Senators OLYMPIA SNOWE, TED 
KENNEDY, and I introduced yesterday— 
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram (CHIP) Reauthorization Act of 
2007 (S. 1224). There are more than 45 
million uninsured people in our coun-
try today, and 9 million of them—20 
percent—are children. This is an em-
barrassing statistic for the wealthiest 
country in the world, and it has cata-
strophic consequences for our children. 

In 1964, when I first came to West 
Virginia as a VISTA volunteer in 
Emmons, I was shocked to learn that 
many of the school-age children living 
there had never been to a dentist be-
fore. I made raising health care stand-
ards one of my first priorities in 
Emmons, and we ultimately got a bus 
to bring children to the Tiskelwah 
grade school in Charleston for dental 
care. Now, more than 30 years later, 
there are still children in West Vir-
ginia and throughout the Nation with-
out access to adequate dental care. 

Several weeks ago, millions across 
the country mourned the death of 
twelve year old Deamonte Driver, 
whose lack of dental care led to fatal 
brain infection. His death was a sad re-
minder of how our country continues 
to fail in its efforts to ensure access to 
vital medical care for our nation’s 
youth. Yet, Deamonte was not the only 
child to succumb to the perils of inad-
equate health coverage. There are 
countless other children who have suf-
fered the same fate. We must make 
universal coverage for children a na-
tional priority and reauthorization of 
CHIP is the first step in that process. 

When CHIP was established in 1997, 
nearly 10 million children were unin-
sured. Congress responded by making a 
landmark, bipartisan commitment to 
help states provide comprehensive 
health insurance coverage to millions 
of these children. As a result, 6 million 
children have access to medical bene-
fits through CHIP that they would 
have otherwise been forced to do with-
out. I am proud to have been a part of 
CHIP’s creation, and I am especially 
proud of the progress this program has 
made in providing working families an 
affordable and dependable option for 
protecting the health and well-being of 
their children. A healthy start in life is 
a necessary component in preparing 
our children to lead healthy, happy and 
productive lives in the future. 

Today, however, we find ourselves in 
a situation strikingly similar to the di-
lemma we faced in 1997—more than 9 
million children are currently without 
health insurance in this country. In 
fact, in 2005, the number of uninsured 

children increased for the first time 
since CHIP was enacted. This means 
that, despite our best efforts, we have 
taken a step backwards in terms of 
covering children. We cannot allow this 
trend to continue. Instead, we must 
make covering children a top priority— 
just like we did in 1997. 

The CHIP Reauthorization Act 
makes health insurance coverage for 
children a priority. Not only does this 
important legislation renew and 
strengthen the commitment we made 
to our working families 10 years ago; it 
also provides significant new Federal 
resources for states to reach the 6 mil-
lion additional children who are cur-
rently eligible for Medicaid and CHIP, 
but unenrolled. With many states al-
ready leading the charge on children’s 
health and the additional federal sup-
port this legislation provides them, the 
Nation will be able to take another 
substantial step forward toward ensur-
ing that all of America’s children have 
comprehensive health insurance. 

Our bill strengthens the underlying 
CHIP financing formula to provide 
states a stable and reliable source of 
funding for their efforts to cover more 
uninsured children. It also combines a 
variety of approaches, such as Express 
Lane eligibility, to help states enroll 
more uninsured kids who are currently 
eligible for CHIP or Medicaid. These in-
novative approaches will allow states 
to reach millions of additional chil-
dren, particularly in rural parts of the 
country. 

I am especially proud of our efforts 
to permit states to provide more mean-
ingful coverage for children by includ-
ing other vital benefits like dental care 
and mental health services. I have al-
ready talked about the importance of 
oral health for a child, but I’d also like 
to say something about children’s men-
tal health. I spend a lot of time with 
veterans, many who suffer from Post- 
Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), and 
when those veterans get home, their 
children often suffer as well. We also 
need to consider the mental health of 
our children more broadly. Children 
are living in very tough times. They 
face enormous amounts of mental pres-
sure from a variety of sources. If the 
Virginia Tech tragedy taught us any-
thing, it taught us that we need to hug 
our children everyday and that we need 
to get appropriate help for our children 
when they have mental health needs, 
no matter how big or small. 

While I had hoped that we could re-
quire Early Periodic Screening Diag-
nostic and Treatment (EPDST) serv-
ices as part of this bill, I believe we 
were able to reach an appropriate com-
promise that will help us to achieve 
broad bipartisan support. I am still as 
committed as I ever have been to in-
cluding EPDST services in CHIP. How-
ever, Senators SNOWE, KENNEDY, and I 
wanted to craft a bill that could pass 
the Senate, and we believe we have 
achieved that objective. 

A final component of our legislation 
that I would like to highlight are the 

important steps we take to develop 
child-focused quality measures that 
will directly improve the coverage pro-
vided to children enrolled in CHIP. We 
establish a new child health quality 
initiative to enhance data collection, 
identify best practices, develop a pedi-
atric electronic medical record, and 
disseminate health quality informa-
tion. We hope this new initiative will 
greatly improve the health outcomes of 
children. 

In closing, I’d like for our country to 
get to the point where we never have to 
have another Cover the Uninsured 
Week again. Of course I greatly appre-
ciate all the wonderful work the Rob-
ert Wood Johnson Foundation has done 
over the years to raise awareness about 
the uninsured problem. My hope is that 
we will eventually have universal cov-
erage for all. Certainly, we can take 
the first step toward achieving that 
goal by providing health care coverage 
for all of our Nation’s children. 

With this reauthorization bill, Con-
gress now has an opportunity to make 
profound positive changes in the lives 
of millions of American children and 
their families. I urge my colleagues to 
join us in supporting the passage of the 
CHIP Reauthorization Act of 2007. 

I ask that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1224 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENTS TO SO-

CIAL SECURITY ACT; TABLE OF CON-
TENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Children’s Health Insurance Program 
(CHIP) Reauthorization Act of 2007’’. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACT.—Except as otherwise specifically pro-
vided, whenever in this Act an amendment is 
expressed in terms of an amendment to or re-
peal of a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to that 
section or other provision of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

(c) MEDICAID; CHIP; SECRETARY.—In this 
Act: 

(1) CHIP.—The term ‘‘CHIP’’ means the 
State Children’s Health Insurance Program 
established under title XXI of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1397aa et seq.). 

(2) MEDICAID.—The term ‘‘Medicaid’’ means 
the program for medical assistance estab-
lished under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq,). 

(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(d) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; amendments to Social 

Security Act; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings. 
TITLE I—MAKING CHILDREN’S HEALTH 

COVERAGE A NATIONAL PRIORITY 
Sec. 101. Providing necessary funding for 

CHIP. 
TITLE II—IMPROVING CHIP FINANCING 

Sec. 201. State CHIP allotments that are re-
sponsive to health care costs, 
population growth, and the 
needs of low-income uninsured 
children. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0655 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5187 April 26, 2007 
Sec. 202. 2-year initial availability of CHIP 

allotments for all States and 
territories 

Sec. 203. Establishment of timely and re-
sponsive redistribution process. 

Sec. 204. Improving funding for the terri-
tories under CHIP and Med-
icaid. 

Sec. 205. Extension of authority for quali-
fying States to use CHIP allot-
ments for certain Medicaid ex-
penditures. 

Sec. 206. State option to expand coverage of 
children under CHIP up to 300 
percent of the poverty line. 

Sec. 207. Requiring responsible CHIP enroll-
ment growth. 

TITLE III—ENROLLING UNINSURED CHIL-
DREN ELIGIBLE FOR CHIP AND MED-
ICAID 

Sec. 301. ‘‘Express Lane’’ option for States 
to determine components of a 
child’s eligibility for Medicaid 
or CHIP. 

Sec. 302. Information technology connec-
tions to simplify health cov-
erage determinations. 

Sec. 303. Enhanced administrative funding 
for translation or interpreta-
tion services. 

Sec. 304. Enhanced assistance with coverage 
costs for States with increasing 
or high coverage rates among 
children. 

Sec. 305. Elimination of counting Medicaid 
child presumptive eligibility 
costs against title XXI allot-
ment. 

Sec. 306. State option to require certain in-
dividuals to present satisfac-
tory documentary evidence of 
proof of citizenship or nation-
ality for purposes of eligibility 
for Medicaid. 

TITLE IV—START HEALTHY, STAY 
HEALTHY 

Sec. 401. State option to expand or add cov-
erage of certain pregnant 
women under Medicaid and 
CHIP. 

Sec. 402. Coordination with the maternal 
and child health program. 

Sec. 403. Optional coverage of legal immi-
grants under Medicaid and 
CHIP. 

Sec. 404. Improving benchmark coverage op-
tions. 

Sec. 405. Requiring coverage of dental and 
mental health services. 

Sec. 406. Clarification of requirement to pro-
vide EPSDT services for all 
children in benchmark benefit 
packages under Medicaid. 

Sec. 407. Childhood obesity demonstration 
project. 

TITLE V—IMPROVING ACCESS TO 
HEALTH CARE FOR CHILDREN 

Sec. 501. Promoting children’s access to cov-
ered health services. 

Sec. 502. Institute of Medicine study and re-
port on children’s access to 
health care. 

TITLE VI—STRENGTHENING QUALITY OF 
CARE AND HEALTH OUTCOMES OF 
CHILDREN 

Sec. 601. Strengthening child health quality 
improvement activities. 

Sec. 602. Application of certain managed 
care quality safeguards to 
CHIP. 

TITLE VII—OTHER IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec. 701. Strengthening premium assistance 
programs. 

Sec. 702. Permitting coverage of children of 
State employees. 

Sec. 703. Improving data collection. 
Sec. 704. Moratorium on application of 

PERM requirements related to 
eligibility reviews during pe-
riod of independent study and 
report. 

Sec. 705. Elimination of confusing program 
references. 

TITLE VIII—EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 801. Effective date. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) THE STATE CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSUR-

ANCE PROGRAM (CHIP) AND MEDICAID HAVE 
GREATLY IMPROVED CHILDREN’S COVERAGE 
RATES AND ACCESS TO NEEDED HEALTH CARE 
SERVICES.— 

(A) CHIP and Medicaid serve as the critical 
health care safety net for 34,000,000 children 
over the course of a year, with 28,000,000 chil-
dren enrolled in Medicaid and more than 
6,000,000 children enrolled in CHIP. 

(B) CHIP and Medicaid have accounted for 
a 1⁄3 decline in the rate of uninsured low-in-
come children since 1997. 

(C) During the recent economic downturn, 
and as the number of uninsured people has 
climbed to the highest number ever recorded 
in the United States, CHIP and Medicaid off-
set losses in employer-sponsored coverage 
that affected children and parents alike. 

(D) While the number of children living in 
low-income families increased between 2000 
and 2005, the number of uninsured children 
fell due to Medicaid and CHIP. 

(E) Children enrolled in CHIP or Medicaid 
are much more likely to have a usual source 
of care than uninsured children, and are 
much more likely than uninsured children to 
receive well-child care, see a doctor during 
the year, and get dental care. Studies have 
found that children enrolled in public insur-
ance programs experienced significant im-
provement in measures of school perform-
ance. 

(F) Since CHIP was created, coverage rates 
have increased significantly among children 
of all ethnic and racial groups. 

(G) According to one Federal evaluation of 
CHIP, uninsured children who gained cov-
erage through the program received more 
preventive care, and their parents reported 
better access to providers and improved com-
munications with their children’s doctors. 

(2) EVEN WITH THE SUCCESS OF CHIP AND 
MEDICAID, MORE NEEDS TO BE DONE TO IMPROVE 
THE HEALTH STATUS OF OUR NATION’S CHIL-
DREN.— 

(A) There are currently 9,000,000 uninsured 
children under age 19, accounting for nearly 
20 percent of our Nation’s uninsured. 

(B) Approximately 7 out of every 10 unin-
sured children are eligible for CHIP or Med-
icaid. 

(C) The cost of unmet health needs among 
children extends beyond measurable health 
system costs. For example, problems that 
could be prevented, managed, or treated with 
regular access to care can become more seri-
ous, resulting in lower school attendance and 
increased health care costs. 

(D) Reducing the number of uninsured chil-
dren in our country is an essential first step 
to improve health status. CHIP reauthoriza-
tion presents an opportunity to secure 
health care coverage for more children who 
are eligible for CHIP or Medicaid but not yet 
enrolled. 

(3) WE MUST MAINTAIN COVERAGE FOR THE 
CHILDREN CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN CHIP.— 

(A) When CHIP was created in 1997, Con-
gress allocated $40,000,000,000 for the 10-year 
authorization. 

(B) At current funding levels, nearly 
2,000,000 children are at risk of losing their 
CHIP coverage over the next 5 years because 
the current CHIP financing structure is inad-

equate and States are facing CHIP funding 
shortfalls. 

(C) We must eliminate Federal funding 
shortfalls by providing States with signifi-
cant new Federal resources for children’s 
health coverage. 

(D) CHIP reauthorization offers an oppor-
tunity to increase CHIP funding and to pro-
vide stable, predictable Federal funding so 
that States not only have the ability to 
maintain their current caseloads but also to 
expand coverage to currently unenrolled 
children. 

(4) WE MUST REACH THE UNINSURED CHIL-
DREN WHO ARE ALREADY ELIGIBLE FOR CHIP OR 
MEDICAID BUT UNENROLLED.— 

(A) More than 6,000,000 uninsured children 
are eligible for CHIP or Medicaid at any 
point during the year. 

(B) In some States, it is estimated that up 
to 50 percent of children covered through 
CHIP do not remain in the program due to 
reenrollment barriers. 

(C) Difficult renewal policies and reenroll-
ment barriers make seamless coverage in 
CHIP unattainable. Studies indicate that as 
many as 67 percent of children who were eli-
gible but not enrolled in CHIP or Medicaid 
had applied for coverage but were denied eli-
gibility due to procedural issues. 

(D) States have tools at their disposal to 
streamline enrollment procedures, but fur-
ther Federal changes would help States 
reach more children. 

(E) Insuring parents is an effective way to 
increase children’s participation in public 
programs and to increase children’s access to 
health care services. 

(F) To reduce the number of uninsured 
children, improve our children’s health, and 
continue our progress in reducing health dis-
parities, the reauthorization of CHIP should 
provide States with the tools and resources 
necessary to identify, enroll, and maintain 
coverage for children who are eligible for 
CHIP or Medicaid. 

(5) WE MUST SUPPORT AND ENCOURAGE 
STATES THAT ARE LEADING THE WAY WITH INI-
TIATIVES TO COVER MORE CHILDREN.— 

(A) States in every region of the country 
are seeking to move forward in covering 
more children, either by reaching already el-
igible children or further expanding eligi-
bility. 

(B) The Federal government should serve 
as a partner in these efforts by providing suf-
ficient funding to solidify and strengthen 
this momentum. 

(6) WE MUST PROMOTE HIGH-QUALITY HEALTH 
CARE THAT PROMOTES CHILDREN’S HEALTHY DE-
VELOPMENT.— 

(A) Children and adolescents deserve better 
quality care than what they currently re-
ceive. 

(B) Most States report using some kind of 
measure to evaluate and improve the quality 
of care children receive through their CHIP 
and Medicaid programs. However, State ef-
forts are often hampered by budget con-
straints, limitations on information tech-
nology systems, and a need for improved 
measurement tools and performance meas-
urement standards. 

(C) As we improve access to health cov-
erage as part of CHIP reauthorization, Con-
gress also has an opportunity to enhance 
quality by improving and standardizing data 
collection efforts. 

(7) WE MUST SUPPORT POLICIES THAT 
STRENGTHEN AND EXPAND HEALTH INSURANCE 
COVERAGE.— 

(A) There are more than 46,000,000 unin-
sured Americans today. 

(B) No one who is currently covered should 
lose coverage because of changes to CHIP or 
Medicaid as part of the reauthorization of 
CHIP. 
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(C) Coverage of parents through family 

coverage waivers furthers the objectives of 
CHIP in that it promotes children’s enroll-
ment, positively impacts children’s utiliza-
tion of services, and improves family well- 
being. 

(D) Coverage of parents through family 
coverage waivers is also consistent with 
long-standing CHIP policy – the explicit au-
thorization in the CHIP statute for the Sec-
retary to grant waivers that are consistent 
with the objectives of CHIP, the parent waiv-
er guidelines for CHIP issued by the Sec-
retary, and the flexibility broadly accorded 
states through CHIP. 

(E) Parent coverage waivers have been 
granted to States that have made a commit-
ment to cover children first and then to use 
funding to cover low-income parents. 

(F) Research indicates that having an un-
insured parent not only decreases the likeli-
hood that a child will have a well-child visit, 
it also decreases the likelihood that a child 
will see any medical provider at all. 

(G) We strongly support maintaining the 
current flexibility under CHIP that permits 
family coverage through waivers to cover 
parents, while assuring that children remain 
the primary focus of CHIP. 

TITLE I—MAKING CHILDREN’S HEALTH 
COVERAGE A NATIONAL PRIORITY 

SEC. 101. PROVIDING NECESSARY FUNDING FOR 
CHIP. 

Section 2104(a) (42 U.S.C. 1397dd(a)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(11) for fiscal year 2008, $8,525,000,000; 
‘‘(12) for fiscal year 2009, $10,075,000,000; 
‘‘(13) for fiscal year 2010, $11,250,000,000; 
‘‘(14) for fiscal year 2011, $13,150,000,000; 
‘‘(15) for fiscal year 2012, $15,400,000,000; and 
‘‘(16) for fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal 

year thereafter, the total allotment amount 
appropriated under this subsection for the 
preceding fiscal year, multiplied by the ad-
justment determined for such fiscal year 
under subsection (i)(2)(C).’’. 

TITLE II—IMPROVING CHIP FINANCING 
SEC. 201. STATE CHIP ALLOTMENTS THAT ARE 

RESPONSIVE TO HEALTH CARE 
COSTS, POPULATION GROWTH, AND 
THE NEEDS OF LOW-INCOME UNIN-
SURED CHILDREN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2104 (42 U.S.C. 
1397dd) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) ANNUAL ALLOTMENTS FOR STATES 
OTHER THAN TERRITORIES BEGINNING WITH 
FISCAL YEAR 2008.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (4), 
of the total allotment amount appropriated 
under subsection (a) for a fiscal year begin-
ning with fiscal year 2008 and remaining 
available after the application of subsection 
(j) and subsection (c)(5), the Secretary shall 
allot to each State (as defined for purposes of 
this subsection in paragraph (5)) the sum of 
the following: 

‘‘(A) The coverage factor, as determined 
under paragraph (2), based on the State’s 
prior spending adjusted for health care cost 
growth and child population growth. 

‘‘(B) The uninsured children factor, as de-
termined under paragraph (3), based on the 
number of low-income children without 
health insurance in the State, adjusted for 
geographic variation in health care costs. 

‘‘(2) COVERAGE FACTOR.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-

graph (1)(A), subject to subparagraphs (B) 
and (D), the coverage factor determined for a 
State is equal to the following: 

‘‘(i) FISCAL YEAR 2008.—For fiscal year 2008, 
the higher of the following: 

‘‘(I) The total Federal payments to the 
State under this title for fiscal year 2007, 
multiplied by the annual adjustment deter-
mined under subparagraph (C) for that fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(II) The amount allotted to the State for 
fiscal year 2007 under subsection (b), multi-
plied by the annual adjustment determined 
under subparagraph (C) for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(III) The projected total Federal pay-
ments to the State under this title for fiscal 
year 2007, as reported by the State to the 
Secretary by the State as of November 2006 
(or the projected total Federal payments to 
the State under this title for fiscal year 2007 
as reported by the State to the Secretary as 
of May 2006 if the projected total Federal 
payments to the State under this title for 
such fiscal year were at least $95,000,000 high-
er than such projected payments as of No-
vember 2006), multiplied by the annual ad-
justment determined under subparagraph (C) 
for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(IV) The projected total Federal pay-
ments to the State under this title for fiscal 
year 2008, as reported by the State to the 
Secretary by the State as of February 2007. 

‘‘(ii) FISCAL YEAR 2009.—For fiscal year 2009, 
the amount determined under clause (i), 
multiplied by the annual adjustment deter-
mined under subparagraph (C) for that fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(iii) FISCAL YEAR 2010 AND EACH SECOND 
SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEAR; PROVIDING FOR RE-
BASING.—Subject to subparagraphs (B) and 
(D), for fiscal year 2010 and each second suc-
ceeding fiscal year, the total Federal pay-
ments to the State under this title for the 
previous fiscal year attributable to any al-
lotments available to the State in such fiscal 
year under paragraph (1) and subsection (b) 
multiplied by the annual adjustment deter-
mined under subparagraph (C) for that fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(iv) FISCAL YEAR 2011 AND EACH SECOND 
SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEAR.—For fiscal year 
2011 and each second succeeding fiscal year, 
the amount determined under clause (iii) for 
the preceding fiscal year, multiplied by the 
annual adjustment determined under sub-
paragraph (C) for the State for that fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION AND MINIMUMS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), if 

the total of the coverage factors determined 
under subparagraph (A) for all States exceed 
in any fiscal year the total allotment 
amount under subsection (a) for a fiscal year 
beginning with fiscal year 2008 remaining 
available after the application of subsections 
(c)(5) and (j)(2)(C), each State’s coverage fac-
tor shall be equal to the total allotment 
amount under subsection (a) for a fiscal year 
remaining available after application of such 
subsections, multiplied by the ratio of— 

‘‘(I) the amount of the State’s coverage 
factor determined under subparagraph (A); 
to 

‘‘(II) the total of such coverage factors for 
all States for such fiscal year. 

‘‘(ii) MIMIMUM COVERAGE FACTOR.—At a 
minimum, the coverage factor for a State for 
a fiscal year shall not be less than the lesser 
of— 

‘‘(I) the State’s total Federal payments at-
tributable to any allotments available to the 
State in the prior fiscal year under para-
graph (1) and subsection (b), multiplied by 
the annual adjustment determined under 
subparagraph (C) for that fiscal year; and 

‘‘(II) the total allotment for the State 
under paragraph (1) for the prior fiscal year, 
multiplied by the annual adjustment deter-
mined under subparagraph (C) for that fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(C) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT FOR HEALTH CARE 
COST GROWTH AND CHILD POPULATION 
GROWTH.—The annual adjustment with re-
spect to a State for any fiscal year is equal 
to the product of the amounts determined 
under clauses (i) and (ii): 

‘‘(i) PER CAPITA HEALTH CARE GROWTH.—1 
plus the percentage increase (if any) in the 
projected nominal per capita amount of Na-
tional Health Expenditures for such fiscal 
year over the preceding fiscal year, as most 
recently published by the Secretary before 
the beginning of the fiscal year involved. 

‘‘(ii) CHILD POPULATION GROWTH.—1.01 plus 
the percentage increase in the population of 
children under 19 years of age in the United 
States from July 1 of the previous fiscal year 
to July 1 of the fiscal year involved, as deter-
mined by the Secretary based on the most 
recent published estimates of the Bureau of 
the Census before the beginning of the fiscal 
year involved. 

‘‘(D) REBASING RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 
AND EACH SECOND SUCCEEDING FISCAL YEAR 
FOR CERTAIN STATES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 2010 and 
each second succeeding fiscal year, a State 
receiving reallocated funds under subsection 
(j) in the prior fiscal year shall receive an 
additional spending amount equal to the pro-
portion (determined under clause (ii)) of the 
total allotment amount under subsection (a) 
for such fiscal year remaining available after 
the application of subsections (c)(5) and 
(j)(2)(C), and subparagraphs (A) and (B), if 
any, multiplied by the ratio of— 

‘‘(I) the total Federal payments to the 
State under this title for the previous fiscal 
year attributable to any funds made avail-
able to the State in the previous fiscal year 
under subsection (j), multiplied by the an-
nual adjustment determined under subpara-
graph (C) for the fiscal year; to 

‘‘(II) the total of such payments for all 
States for the previous fiscal year. 

‘‘(ii) PROPORTION.—For purposes of clause 
(i), the proportion shall equal— 

‘‘(I) for fiscal year 2010, 20 percent; and 
‘‘(II) for fiscal year 2012 and each second 

succeeding fiscal year, 40 percent. 
‘‘(3) UNINSURED CHILDREN FACTOR.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-

graph (1)(B), subject to subparagraph (B), the 
uninsured children factor for a State is equal 
to the total allotment amount under sub-
section (a) for a fiscal year beginning with 
fiscal year 2008, remaining available after ap-
plication of subsections (c)(5) and (j)(2)(C) 
and paragraph (2), multiplied by the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(i) FISCAL YEAR 2008 AND EACH SECOND SUC-
CEEDING FISCAL YEAR.—In the case of fiscal 
year 2008, and each second succeeding fiscal 
year, the ratio of— 

‘‘(I) the uninsured children adjustment for 
the State determined under subparagraph 
(B); to 

‘‘(II) the sum of the uninsured children ad-
justments for all States determined under 
subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(ii) FISCAL YEAR 2009 AND EACH SECOND SUC-
CEEDING FISCAL YEAR.—In the case of fiscal 
year 2009, and each second succeeding fiscal 
year, the ratio determined under clause (i) 
for the previous fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) UNINSURED CHILDREN ADJUSTMENT.— 
The uninsured children adjustment deter-
mined under this subparagraph for a State is 
equal to the product of the following: 

‘‘(i) NUMBER OF LOW-INCOME CHILDREN WITH-
OUT HEALTH INSURANCE.—The average of the 
number of low-income children under 19 
years of age in the State with no health in-
surance for a fiscal year, as reported and de-
fined in the 2 most recent March supplement 
to the Current Population Survey of the Bu-
reau of the Census available prior to the be-
ginning of such fiscal year. 
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‘‘(ii) GEOGRAPHIC VARIATION IN HEALTH CARE 

COSTS.—The adjustment for geographic vari-
ation in health care costs, as determined 
under subsection (b)(3). 

‘‘(4) DATA.—In computing the amounts 
under paragraphs (2) and (3) and subsection 
(c)(5) that determine the allotments to 
States for each fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall use the most recent expenditure data 
for the prior year available to the Secretary 
before the start of each fiscal year. The Sec-
retary may adjust such amounts and allot-
ments, as necessary, on the basis of the ex-
penditure data for the prior year reported by 
States on CMS Form 64 or CMS Form 21 not 
later than November 30 of each fiscal year 
but in no case shall the Secretary adjust the 
allotments provided under this subsection or 
subsection (c)(5) for a fiscal year after De-
cember 31 of such year. 

‘‘(5) STATE DEFINED.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘State’ means one of the 50 States 
or the District of Columbia.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2104 (42 U.S.C. 1397dd) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (d), 
(h), and (i)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (d), 
(h), and (i)’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)(A), by inserting ‘‘and 
subsection (i)(3)(D)(ii)’’ after ‘‘paragraph 
(1)(A)(ii)’’. 

(3) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (d), 
(h), and (i)’’. 
SEC. 202. 2-YEAR INITIAL AVAILABILITY OF CHIP 

ALLOTMENTS FOR ALL STATES AND 
TERRITORIES. 

Section 2104(e) (42 U.S.C. 1397dd(e)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS ALLOT-
TED.—Subject to paragraphs (3) and (4) of 
subsection (j), amounts allotted to a State 
pursuant to subsections (b), (c), or (i)— 

‘‘(1) for each of fiscal years 1998 through 
2007, shall remain available for expenditure 
by the State through the end of the second 
succeeding fiscal year; and 

‘‘(2) for fiscal year 2008 and each fiscal year 
thereafter, shall remain available for ex-
penditure by the State through the end of 
the succeeding fiscal year.’’. 
SEC. 203. ESTABLISHMENT OF TIMELY AND RE-

SPONSIVE REDISTRIBUTION PROC-
ESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2104 (42 U.S.C. 
1397dd), as amended by section 201, is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(j) TIMELY AND RESPONSIVE REDISTRIBU-
TIONS BEGINNING WITH FISCAL YEAR 2008.— 

‘‘(1) REALLOCATION TO STATES FACING FED-
ERAL FUNDING SHORTFALLS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (f), in each fiscal year quarter of fis-
cal year 2008 and each subsequent fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall reallocate to a shortfall 
State described in subparagraph (D) from the 
funds available under paragraph (2) an 
amount equal to the projected amount of the 
shortfall for the fiscal year. The Secretary 
shall only make such a reallocation under 
this paragraph to the extent that there are 
amounts available under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(B) PRORATION RULE.—If the amounts 
available under paragraph (2) for any fiscal 
year quarter for reallocation under subpara-
graph (A) are less than the total shortfall 
amounts for the fiscal year determined under 
subparagraph (A), the reallocated amount to 
each shortfall State shall be reduced propor-
tionally. 

‘‘(C) AVAILABILITY OF REALLOCATED 
FUNDS.—Any funds made available to a 
shortfall State described in subparagraph (D) 

shall remain available to such State through 
the end of the fiscal year in which such funds 
are reallocated. 

‘‘(D) SHORTFALL STATE DESCRIBED.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), a shortfall 
State is a State (as defined in subsection 
(i)(5)) that has a State child health plan ap-
proved under this title (or waiver of such 
title approved by the Secretary) for which 
the Secretary estimates on a quarterly basis 
using the most recent data available to the 
Secretary as of such quarter, that the pro-
jected expenditures under such plan (or waiv-
er) for the State for the fiscal year will ex-
ceed the sum of— 

‘‘(i) the amount of the allotments provided 
under subsection (b) or (i) in fiscal years pre-
ceding such fiscal year that remain available 
to the State; 

‘‘(ii) the amount of the allotment under 
subsection (i) for such fiscal year to the 
State; and 

‘‘(iii) the amount of any reallocated funds 
made available under subparagraph (A) in 
previous quarters of such fiscal year to the 
State. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNTS AVAILABLE FOR REALLOCA-
TION.—Amounts available for reallocation in 
any fiscal year under this subsection shall 
equal the sum of the following: 

‘‘(A) Any allotments remaining unex-
pended after the period of availability under 
subsection (e). 

‘‘(B) Any amounts available for realloca-
tion and remaining unexpended at the end of 
the previous fiscal year under paragraph (3). 

‘‘(C) Subject to paragraph (4), 5 percent of 
the total amount available under subsection 
(a) for such fiscal year. 

‘‘(3) CONTINUED AVAILABILITY OF UNEX-
PENDED REALLOCATED FUNDS.—Any unex-
pended amounts reallocated to a shortfall 
State remaining available after the period of 
availability under paragraph (1)(C) and any 
amounts available for redistribution in a fis-
cal year that are not reallocated to a short-
fall State because the total amount avail-
able for reallocation exceeds the total of all 
reallocated amounts under paragraph (1)(A) 
shall remain available for reallocation until 
expended. 

‘‘(4) LIMITS ON WITHHOLDING FROM TOTAL 
ALLOTMENTS FOR PURPOSES OF REALLOCA-
TION.—If the Secretary determines that the 
total amounts available for reallocation 
under paragraph (2) for a fiscal year exceeds 
10 percent of the total amount available 
under subsection (a) for that fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall reduce the percentage under 
paragraph (2)(C) accordingly so that the 
total amount available for reallocation 
under paragraph (2) for the fiscal year does 
not exceed 10 percent of the total amount 
available under subsection (a) for such fiscal 
year.’’. 
SEC. 204. IMPROVING FUNDING FOR THE TERRI-

TORIES UNDER CHIP AND MED-
ICAID. 

(a) UPDATE OF CHIP ALLOTMENTS.—Section 
2104(c) (42 U.S.C. 1397dd(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and 
paragraphs (5) and (6)’’ after ‘‘subsection 
(d)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

‘‘(5) ANNUAL ALLOTMENTS FOR TERRITORIES 
BEGINNING WITH FISCAL YEAR 2008.—Of the 
total allotment amount appropriated under 
subsection (a) for a fiscal year beginning 
with fiscal year 2008 and remaining available 
after the application of subsection (j), the 
Secretary shall allot to each of the common-
wealths and territories described in para-
graph (3) the following: 

‘‘(A) FISCAL YEAR 2008.—For fiscal year 2008, 
the highest amount of Federal payments to 
the commonwealth or territory under this 
title for any fiscal year occurring during the 

period of fiscal years 1998 through 2007, mul-
tiplied by the annual adjustment determined 
under subsection (i)(2)(C) for the fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) FISCAL YEAR 2009 AND SUCCEEDING FIS-
CAL YEARS.—For fiscal year 2009 and each 
succeeding fiscal year, the amount deter-
mined under clause (i), multiplied by the an-
nual adjustment determined under sub-
section (i)(2)(C) for the fiscal year. 

‘‘(6) REDISTRIBUTIONS FOR TERRITORIES FAC-
ING FEDERAL FUNDING SHORTFALLS.—Notwith-
standing subsection (f), the Secretary shall 
determine an appropriate procedure for re-
allocating to each commonwealth or terri-
tory described in paragraph (3) that would, 
with respect to each fiscal year quarter of 
fiscal year 2008 be a shortfall State described 
in subsection (j)(1)(D) if such subsection ap-
plied to such commonwealth or territory, 
from the funds available under subsection 
(j)(2) for such fiscal year, the same propor-
tion as the proportion of the common-
wealth’s or territory’s allotment under para-
graph (2 ) to such percentage (not to exceed 
1.05 percent) as the Secretary determines ap-
propriate of such funds.’’. 

(b) REMOVAL OF FEDERAL MATCHING PAY-
MENTS FOR DATA REPORTING SYSTEMS FROM 
THE OVERALL LIMIT ON PAYMENTS TO TERRI-
TORIES UNDER TITLE XIX.—Section 1108(g) (42 
U.S.C. 1308(g)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN EXPENDITURES 
FROM PAYMENT LIMITS.—With respect to fis-
cal year 2008 and each fiscal year thereafter, 
if Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the 
Northern Mariana Islands, or American 
Samoa qualify for a payment under subpara-
graph (A)(i), (A) (iii), (A)(iv), or (B) of section 
1903(a)(3) for a calendar quarter of such fiscal 
year, the limitation on expenditures under 
title XIX for such commonwealth or terri-
tory otherwise determined under subsection 
(f) and this subsection for such fiscal year 
shall be determined without regard to such 
payment.’’. 

(c) GAO STUDY AND REPORT.—Not later 
than September 30, 2009, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit a 
report to Congress regarding Federal funding 
under Medicaid and the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program for Puerto Rico, 
the United States Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Northern Mariana 
Islands. The report shall include the fol-
lowing: 

(1) An analysis of all relevant factors with 
respect to— 

(A) eligible Medicaid and CHIP populations 
in such commonwealths and territories; 

(B) historical and projected spending needs 
of such commonwealths and territories and 
the ability of capped funding streams to re-
spond to those spending needs; 

(C) the extent to which Federal poverty 
guidelines are used by such commonwealths 
and territories to determine Medicaid and 
CHIP eligibility; and 

(D) the extent to which such common-
wealths and territories participate in data 
collection and reporting related to Medicaid 
and CHIP, including an analysis of territory 
participation in the Current Population Sur-
vey versus the American Community Sur-
vey. 

(2) Recommendations for improving Fed-
eral funding under Medicaid and the State 
Children’s Health Insurance Program for 
such commonwealths and territories. 
SEC. 205. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR QUALI-

FYING STATES TO USE CHIP ALLOT-
MENTS FOR CERTAIN MEDICAID EX-
PENDITURES. 

Section 2105(g)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
1397ee(g)(1)(A)), as amended by section 201(b) 
of the National Institutes of Health Reform 
Act of 2006 (Public Law 109–482) is amended 
by striking ‘‘not more than 20 percent of any 
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allotment under section 2104 for fiscal year 
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2004, 2005, 2006, or 2007’’ 
and inserting ‘‘any allotment under sub-
section (b) or (i) of section 2104 for a fiscal 
year’’. 
SEC. 206. STATE OPTION TO EXPAND COVERAGE 

OF CHILDREN UNDER CHIP UP TO 
300 PERCENT OF THE POVERTY 
LINE. 

Section 2110(b)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
1397jj(b)(1)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘, or’’ at the 
end and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in clause (ii)(III), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end and inserting ‘‘or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iii) is a child— 
‘‘(I) whose family income (as determined 

under the State child health plan) does not 
exceed 300 percent of the poverty line for a 
family of the size involved; or 

‘‘(II) whose family income exceeds 300 per-
cent of the poverty line but does not exceed 
50 percentage points above the effective in-
come level (expressed as a percent of the 
poverty line and considering applicable in-
come disregards) applied under the State 
child health plan on the date of enactment of 
this clause; and’’. 
SEC. 207. REQUIRING RESPONSIBLE CHIP EN-

ROLLMENT GROWTH. 
(a) LIMITATION ON APPROVAL OF PROPOSED 

PLAN AMENDMENTS.—Section 2106(b)(3)(B) (42 
U.S.C. 1397ff(b)(3)(B)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) AMENDMENTS TO EXPAND ELIGIBILITY 
BEYOND HIGHEST INCOME ELIGIBILITY PER-
MITTED.—Any plan amendment that would 
allow funds made available under this title 
to be used to provide child health assistance 
or other health benefits coverage for a child 
whose family income exceeds the highest in-
come eligibility level permitted under sec-
tion 2110(b)(1)(B)(iii) (in this clause referred 
to as an ‘expansion amendment’) may not 
take effect, and shall not remain in effect, 
unless the Secretary determines that the fol-
lowing conditions are met: 

‘‘(I) UNINSURED RATE FOR LOW-INCOME CHIL-
DREN IS BELOW THE NATIONAL AVERAGE.—With 
respect to each fiscal year in which the ex-
pansion amendment is in effect, the percent-
age of low-income children without private 
health coverage who are uninsured is below 
the national average percentage of such chil-
dren, for the most recent year for which such 
data is available (as determined by the Sec-
retary on the basis of the 2 most recent An-
nual Social and Economic Supplements of 
the Current Population Survey of the Bureau 
of the Census). 

‘‘(II) OPEN ENROLLMENT; MAINTENANCE OF 
ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS.—The State does not 
impose any numerical limitation, waiting 
list, or similar limitation on eligibility for 
targeted low-income children described in 
section 2110(b)(1)(B)(iii) under the State child 
health plan, or to make more restrictive the 
eligibility standards for such children, while 
the expansion amendment is in effect. 

‘‘(III) IMPLEMENTATION OF SIMPLIFIED OUT-
REACH AND ENROLLMENT PROCEDURES.—The 
State submitting the expansion amendment 
has implemented procedures to effectively 
enroll and retain children eligible for med-
ical assistance under title XIX and children 
eligible for child health assistance under this 
title by adopting and effectively imple-
menting with respect to such children at 
least 3 of the following policies and proce-
dures under title XIX and this title: 

‘‘(aa) JOINT APPLICATION AND RENEWAL 
PROCESS THAT PERMITS APPLICATION OTHER 
THAN IN PERSON.—The application and re-
newal forms and supplemental forms (if any) 
and information verification process is the 
same for purposes of establishing and renew-

ing eligibility for children for medical assist-
ance under title XIX and child health assist-
ance under this title, and such process does 
not require an application to be made in per-
son or a face-to-face interview. 

‘‘(bb) NO ASSETS TEST.—The State does not 
apply any assets test for eligibility under 
title XIX and this title with respect to chil-
dren. 

‘‘(cc) 12-MONTHS CONTINUOUS ELIGIBILITY.— 
The State has elected the option of contin-
uous eligibility for a full 12 months for chil-
dren described in section 1902(e)(12) under 
title XIX, and applies such option under this 
title. 

‘‘(dd) PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY FOR CHIL-
DREN.—The State has implemented the op-
tion, for purposes of title XIX and this title, 
of applying presumptive eligibility for chil-
dren in accordance with sections 1920A and 
2107(e)(1)(F). 

‘‘(IV) ANNUAL REPORTING OF MEASURES OF 
QUALITY OF HEALTH CARE FOR CHILDREN.—The 
State satisfies the requirements of section 
1905(y)(2)(B)(iv) (relating to annual reporting 
of measures of quality of health care for chil-
dren under title XIX and this title).’’. 

(b) APPLICATION TO WAIVERS.—Section 
2107(f) (42 U.S.C. 1397gg(f)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, the Secretary’’ and in-
serting ‘‘: 

‘‘(1) The Secretary’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) The Secretary may not approve a 

waiver, experimental, pilot, or demonstra-
tion project with respect to a State that 
would allow funds made available under this 
title to be used to provide child health as-
sistance or other health benefits coverage for 
a child whose family income exceeds the 
highest income eligibility level permitted 
under section 2110(b)(1)(B)(iii) (in this para-
graph referred to as an ‘expansion waiver’) 
unless the Secretary determines that the 
conditions described in each of subclauses (I) 
through (IV) of section 2106(b)(3)(B)(iii) are 
met (and determines on an ongoing basis, 
that such conditions continue to be met 
while the expansion waiver is in effect).’’. 

TITLE III—ENROLLING UNINSURED CHIL-
DREN ELIGIBLE FOR CHIP AND MED-
ICAID 

SEC. 301. ‘‘EXPRESS LANE’’ OPTION FOR STATES 
TO DETERMINE COMPONENTS OF A 
CHILD’S ELIGIBILITY FOR MEDICAID 
OR CHIP. 

(a) MEDICAID.—Section 1902(e) (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(e)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(13)(A)(i) At the option of the State, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, in-
cluding subsection (a)(46)(B) and sections 
1137(d) and 1903(x), the State may rely on a 
determination made within a reasonable pe-
riod (as determined by the State) by an Ex-
press Lane agency (as defined in subpara-
graph (F)(i)) to determine whether an indi-
vidual has met the income, assets or re-
sources, or citizenship status criteria for eli-
gibility for medical assistance under this 
title (including under a waiver of the re-
quirements of this title). 

‘‘(ii) The option under clause (i) shall apply 
to redeterminations or renewals of eligi-
bility for medical assistance, as well as to 
initial applications for such assistance. 

‘‘(iii) The option under clause (i) shall 
apply to a child who is under an age specified 
by the State (not to exceed 21 years of age) 
and, at State option, may also apply to an 
individual who is not a child. 

‘‘(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to relieve a State of the obligation 
to determine eligibility for medical assist-
ance under this title if an individual is deter-
mined ineligible for such assistance on the 

basis of information furnished pursuant to 
this paragraph. 

‘‘(C) A State shall inform an individual (or, 
in the case of a child, the family of the child) 
enrolled in the State plan under this title 
and required to pay premiums for such en-
rollment based on an income determination 
furnished to the State pursuant to this para-
graph that the individual or family may 
qualify for lower premium payments if di-
rectly evaluated for eligibility by the State 
Medicaid agency. 

‘‘(D) If a State applies the eligibility proc-
ess described in subparagraph (A) to individ-
uals eligible for medical assistance under 
this title, the State may, at its option, im-
plement its duties under subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of section 2102(b)(3) using either or 
both of the following approaches: 

‘‘(i) The State may— 
‘‘(I) establish a threshold percentage of the 

Federal poverty level (that shall exceed the 
income eligibility level applicable for a pop-
ulation of individuals under this title by 30 
percentage points (as a fraction of the Fed-
eral poverty level) or such other higher num-
ber of percentage points as the State deter-
mines reflects the typical application of in-
come methodologies by the program admin-
istered by the Express Lane agency and the 
State plan under this title); and 

‘‘(II) provide that, with respect to any indi-
vidual within such population whom an Ex-
press Lane agency determines has income 
that does not exceed such threshold percent-
age for such population, such individual is 
eligible for medical assistance under this 
title (regardless of whether such individual 
would otherwise be determined to be eligible 
to receive such assistance). 
In exercising the approach under this clause, 
a State shall inform families whose children 
are enrolled in a State child health plan 
under title XXI based on having family in-
come above the threshold described in sub-
clause (I) that they may qualify for medical 
assistance under this title and, at their op-
tion, can seek a regular eligibility deter-
mination for such assistance for their child, 
and that if their child is determined to be el-
igible for such assistance, the child may re-
ceive health benefits coverage that is more 
affordable and comprehensive than the cov-
erage that would be provided to the child 
under the State child health plan. 

‘‘(ii) Regardless of whether a State other-
wise provides for presumptive eligibility 
under section 1920A, a State may provide 
presumptive eligibility under this title, con-
sistent with subsection (e) of section 1920A, 
to a child who, based on a determination by 
an Express Lane agency, would qualify for 
child health assistance under a State child 
health plan under title XXI. During such pre-
sumptive eligibility period, the State may 
determine the child’s eligibility for medical 
assistance under this title, pursuant to sub-
paragraph (A) of section 2102(b)(3), based on 
telephone contact with family members, ac-
cess to data available in electronic or paper 
form, and other means of gathering informa-
tion that are less burdensome to the family 
than completing an application form on be-
half of the child. The procedures described in 
the previous sentence may be used regardless 
of whether the State uses similar procedures 
under other circumstances for purposes of 
determining eligibility for medical assist-
ance under this title. 

‘‘(E)(i) At the option of a State, an indi-
vidual determined to be eligible for medical 
assistance pursuant to subparagraph (A), (C), 
or (D) or other procedures through which eli-
gibility is determined based on data obtained 
from sources other than the individual, may 
receive medical assistance under this title if 
such individual (or, in the case of an indi-
vidual under age 19 (or if the State elects the 
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option under subparagraph (A), age 20 or 21) 
who is not authorized to consent to medical 
care, the individual’s parent, guardian, or 
other caretaker relative) has acknowledged 
notice of such determination and has con-
sented to being enrolled in the State plan 
under this title. The State (at its option) 
may waive any otherwise applicable require-
ments for signatures by or on behalf of an in-
dividual who has so consented. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual enrolled 
pursuant to clause (i), the State shall inform 
the individual (or, in the case of an indi-
vidual under age 19 (or if the State elects the 
option under subparagraph (A), age 20 or 21), 
the individual’s parent, guardian, or other 
caretaker relative) about the significance of 
such enrollment, including appropriate 
methods to access covered services. 

‘‘(F) In this paragraph, the term ‘Express 
Lane agency’ means a Federal or State agen-
cy, or a public or private entity making such 
determination on behalf of such agency, 
specified by the plan, including an agency 
administering the State program funded 
under part A of title IV, the State child 
health plan under title XXI, the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977, the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act, or the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966, notwithstanding any differences 
in budget unit, disregard, deeming, or other 
methodology, but only if— 

‘‘(i) the agency or entity has fiscal liabil-
ities or responsibilities affected by such de-
termination; 

‘‘(ii) the agency or entity notifies the 
child’s family— 

‘‘(I) of the information which shall be dis-
closed in accordance with this paragraph; 

‘‘(II) that the information disclosed will be 
used solely for purposes of determining eligi-
bility for medical assistance under this title 
or for child health assistance under title 
XXI; 

‘‘(III) that interagency agreements limit 
the use of such information to such purposes; 
and 

‘‘(IV) that the family may elect to not 
have the information disclosed for such pur-
poses; and 

‘‘(iii) the requirements of section 1939 are 
satisfied.’’. 

(b) CHIP.—Section 2107(e)(1) (42 U.S.C. 
1397gg(e)(1)) is amended by redesignating 
subparagraphs (B) through (D) as subpara-
graphs (C) through (E), respectively, and by 
inserting after subparagraph (A) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) Section 1902(e)(13) (relating to the 
State option to base a determination of a 
child’s eligibility for assistance on deter-
minations made by an agency other than the 
State Medicaid agency.’’. 

(c) PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY.—Section 
1920A(b)(3)(A)(i) (42 U.S.C. 1396r– 
1a(b)(3)(A)(i)) is amended by striking ‘‘or 
(IV)’’ and inserting ‘‘(IV) is an agency or en-
tity described in section 1902(e)(13)(F), or 
(V)’’. 

(d) SIGNATURE REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
1902(a) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new sentence: 
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, a signature under penalty of perjury 
shall not be required on an application form 
for medical assistance as to any element of 
eligibility for which eligibility is based on 
information received from a source other 
than an applicant, rather than on represen-
tations from the applicant. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, any signature re-
quirement for an application for medical as-
sistance may be satisfied through an elec-
tronic signature, as defined in section 1710(1) 
of the Government Paperwork Elimination 
Act (44 U.S.C. 3504 note).’’. 

SEC. 302. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY CONNEC-
TIONS TO SIMPLIFY HEALTH COV-
ERAGE DETERMINATIONS. 

(a) ENHANCED ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDING FOR 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY USED TO SIMPLIFY 
ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS.—Section 
1903(a)(3)(A) (42 U.S.C. 1396b(a)(3)(A)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause 
(i); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iii) 75 percent of so much of the sums ex-
pended during such quarter as are attrib-
utable to information technology needed to 
conduct data matches or for the exchange of 
electronic information with an Express Lane 
agency (as defined in 1902(e)(13)(F)) as the 
Secretary determines is directly related to 
reducing the need for an individual under-
going an eligibility determination for med-
ical assistance under this title or child 
health assistance under title XXI (including 
a determination of a renewal of eligibility 
for such assistance) to provide information 
previously submitted by or on behalf of the 
individual to such agency, and’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF INFORMATION DISCLO-
SURE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title XIX (42 U.S.C. 1396 
et seq.) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating section 1939 as section 
1940; and 

(B) by inserting after section 1938 the fol-
lowing new section: 

‘‘AUTHORIZATION TO RECEIVE PERTINENT 
INFORMATION 

‘‘SEC. 1939. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, a Fed-
eral or State agency or private entity in pos-
session of the sources of data potentially 
pertinent to eligibility determinations under 
this title (including eligibility files main-
tained by Express Lane agencies described in 
section 1902(e)(13)(F), information described 
in paragraph (2) or (3) of section 1137(a), vital 
records information about births in any 
State, and information described in sections 
453(i) and 1902(a)(25)(I)) is authorized to con-
vey such data or information to the State 
agency administering the State plan under 
this title, if— 

‘‘(1) such data or information are used only 
to establish or verify eligibility or provide 
coverage under this title; and 

‘‘(2) an interagency or other agreement, 
consistent with standards developed by the 
Secretary, prevents the unauthorized use, 
disclosure, or modification of such data and 
otherwise meets applicable Federal require-
ments safeguarding privacy and data secu-
rity. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR CONVEYANCE.— 
Data or information may be conveyed pursu-
ant to this section only if the following re-
quirements are met: 

‘‘(1) The individual whose circumstances 
are described in the data or information (or 
such individual’s parent, guardian, caretaker 
relative, or authorized representative) has 
either provided advance consent to disclo-
sure or has not objected to disclosure after 
receiving advance notice of disclosure and a 
reasonable opportunity to object. 

‘‘(2) Such data or information are used 
solely for the purposes of— 

‘‘(A) identifying individuals who are eligi-
ble or potentially eligible for medical assist-
ance under this title and enrolling such indi-
viduals in the State plan; and 

‘‘(B) verifying the eligibility of individuals 
for medical assistance under the State plan. 

‘‘(3) An interagency or other agreement, 
consistent with standards developed by the 
Secretary— 

‘‘(A) prevents the unauthorized use, disclo-
sure, or modification of such data and other-

wise meets applicable Federal requirements 
safeguarding privacy and data security; and 

‘‘(B) requires the State agency admin-
istering the State plan to use the data and 
information obtained under this section to 
seek to enroll individuals in the plan. 

‘‘(c) CRIMINAL PENALTY.—A person de-
scribed in the subsection (a) who publishes, 
divulges, discloses, or makes known in any 
manner, or to any extent not authorized by 
Federal law, any information obtained under 
this section shall be fined not more than 
$1,000 or imprisoned not more than 1 year, or 
both, for each such unauthorized activity. 

‘‘(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The limita-
tions and requirements that apply to disclo-
sure pursuant to this section shall not be 
construed to prohibit the conveyance or dis-
closure of data or information otherwise per-
mitted under Federal law (without regard to 
this section).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO TITLE XXI.— 
Section 2107(e)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1397gg(e)(1)), as 
amended by section 301(b), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph: 

‘‘(F) Section 1939 (relating to authorization 
to receive data potentially pertinent to eligi-
bility determinations).’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO ASSURE AC-
CESS TO NATIONAL NEW HIRES DATABASE.—Sec-
tion 453(i)(1) (42 U.S.C. 653(i)(1)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and programs funded under part 
A’’ and inserting ‘‘, programs funded under 
part A, and State plans approved under title 
XIX or XXI’’. 

(4) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE 
CHIP PROGRAMS WITH ACCESS TO NATIONAL IN-
COME DATA.—Section 6103(l)(7)(D)(ii) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
inserting ‘‘or title XXI’’ after ‘‘title XIX’’. 

(5) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE AC-
CESS TO DATA ABOUT ENROLLMENT IN INSUR-
ANCE FOR PURPOSES OF EVALUATING APPLICA-
TIONS AND FOR CHIP.—Section 1902(a)(25)(I)(i) 
(42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(25)(I)(i)) is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(and, at State option, in-
dividuals who are potentially eligible or who 
apply)’’ after ‘‘with respect to individuals 
who are eligible’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘under this title (and, at 
State option, child health assistance under 
title XXI)’’ after ‘‘the State plan’’. 
SEC. 303. ENHANCED ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDING 

FOR TRANSLATION OR INTERPRETA-
TION SERVICES. 

Section 1903(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1396b(a)(2)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) an amount equal to 75 percent of so 
much of the sums expended during such 
quarter (as found necessary by the Secretary 
for the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan) as are attributable to trans-
lation or interpretation services in connec-
tion with the enrollment and use of services 
under this title by individuals for whom 
English is not their primary language; plus’’. 
SEC. 304. ENHANCED ASSISTANCE WITH COV-

ERAGE COSTS FOR STATES WITH IN-
CREASING OR HIGH COVERAGE 
RATES AMONG CHILDREN. 

Section 1905 (42 U.S.C. 1396d) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (b), in the first sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘and (4)’’ and inserting 

‘‘(4)’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘, and (5) the Federal med-

ical assistance percentage with respect to 
medical assistance provided to individuals 
who have not attained age 19 for a fiscal year 
shall be increased, notwithstanding the pre-
vious clauses of this sentence, in the case of 
a State that meets the conditions described 
in subparagraph (A) of subsection (y)(1) in 
the preceding fiscal year by the number of 
percentage points determined under subpara-
graph (B) of that subsection, in the case of a 
State that is described in subparagraph (A) 
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of subsection (y)(2) in the preceding fiscal 
year, by the number of percentage points de-
termined under subparagraph (D) of that 
subsection, and, in the case of a State de-
scribed in both such subparagraphs in the 
preceding fiscal year, by the greater of the 
number of percentage points determined 
under paragraph (1)(B) or (2)(D) of subsection 
(y)’’ before the period; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(y) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE IN FMAP 
FOR MEDICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILDREN FOR 
CERTAIN STATES.— 

‘‘(1) FOR STATES SIGNIFICANTLY INCREASING 
ENROLLMENT OF ELIGIBLE CHILDREN.— 

‘‘(A) SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN ENROLLMENT 
OF ELIGIBLE CHILDREN.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of clause (5) 
of the first sentence of subsection (b), a 
State described in this paragraph is a State 
that satisfies the reporting requirements de-
scribed in clause (iii) and has a percentage 
increase in the child caseload in the ref-
erence year over the initial reference year 
that exceeds the benchmark rate of growth. 

‘‘(ii) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of clause 
(i): 

‘‘(I) CHILD CASELOAD.—The term ‘child 
caseload’ means the average monthly enroll-
ment of individuals under age 19 in the State 
plan under this title or under a waiver of 
such title, as determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(II) INITIAL REFERENCE YEAR.—The term 
‘initial reference year’ means the 12-month 
period preceding August 1, 2007. 

‘‘(III) REFERENCE YEAR.—The term ‘ref-
erence year’ means, with respect to a fiscal 
year, the 12-month period preceding August 1 
of such fiscal year. 

‘‘(IV) BENCHMARK RATE OF GROWTH.—The 
term ‘benchmark rate of growth’ means, 
with respect to a fiscal year, the product of 
the projected rate of growth of children in 
Medicaid at time of enactment, multiplied 
by the number of fiscal years that have 
elapsed since the initial reference year. 

‘‘(V) PROJECTED RATE OF GROWTH OF CHIL-
DREN IN MEDICAID AT TIME OF ENACTMENT.— 
The term ‘projected rate of growth of chil-
dren in Medicaid at time of enactment’ 
means the average annual rate of growth for 
children enrolled in all State plans under 
this title (or under waivers of such title) dur-
ing the period beginning with fiscal year 2007 
and ending with fiscal year 2010, as projected 
in March 2007 by the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office. 

‘‘(iii) STATE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 
The State shall submit to the Secretary such 
data relating to the average monthly enroll-
ment of individuals who have not attained 
age 19 under this title and title XXI (includ-
ing under waivers of such titles) as the Sec-
retary shall specify for the purpose of in-
creasing under clause (5) of subsection (b) 
the Federal medical assistance percentage 
for a State for a fiscal year in accordance 
with this subsection. 

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), for 

purposes of clause (5) of the first sentence of 
subsection (b), in the case of a State de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), the number of 
percentage points determined under this sub-
paragraph is equal to the percentage in-
crease in the State child caseload deter-
mined for purposes of subparagraph (A)(i). 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION ON INCREASE.—In no event 
may the Federal medical assistance percent-
age for a State for a fiscal year exceed 85 per-
cent as a result of an increase under this 
paragraph. 

‘‘(C) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITIES.— 
‘‘(i) REVIEW AND VERIFICATION OF CHILD 

CASELOAD DATA.—The Secretary shall review 
the child caseload data provided by States 
for purposes of this paragraph and shall con-

duct data matches on a periodic basis to 
verify the child caseloads determined for 
States. 

‘‘(ii) NOTICE TO STATES.—Not later than 
September 30 of each fiscal year beginning 
with fiscal year 2008, the Secretary shall in-
form each State on the extent to which the 
child caseload in the most recent reference 
year exceeds or does not exceed the bench-
mark rate of growth for such fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) FOR STATES THAT HAVE ACHIEVED AT 
LEAST A HIGH PARTICIPATION RATE FOR COV-
ERAGE OF UNINSURED LOW-INCOME CHILDREN.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of clause 
(5) of the first sentence of subsection (b), a 
State described in this paragraph is a 
State— 

‘‘(i) for which the percentage of low-in-
come children without private health cov-
erage who are uninsured (as determined 
under subparagraph (D)) is at least 90 per-
cent; and 

‘‘(ii) that satisfies the conditions described 
in subparagraph (B) (with respect to cov-
erage of children under this title and title 
XXI) and paragraph (1)(A)(iii). 

‘‘(B) CONDITIONS DESCRIBED.—The condi-
tions described in this subparagraph are the 
following: 

‘‘(i) CONTINUOUS ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE-
MENT.—The State has elected the option of 
continuous eligibility for a full 12 months for 
children described in section 1902(e)(12) under 
this title, as well as applying such policy 
under its State child health plan under title 
XXI. 

‘‘(ii) NO WAITING LIST FOR TITLE XXI.—The 
State does not impose any numerical limita-
tion, waiting list, or similar limitation on 
eligibility for assistance under title XXI and 
has not imposed any such limitation or list 
within the preceding 3 years. 

‘‘(iii) NO ASSETS TEST.—The State does not 
apply any assets test for eligibility under 
this title or title XXI with respect to chil-
dren. 

‘‘(iv) ANNUAL REPORTING OF MEASURES OF 
QUALITY OF HEALTH CARE FOR CHILDREN.—The 
State annually reports on the measures re-
quired under section 601 of the Children’s 
Health Insurance Program (CHIP) Reauthor-
ization Act of 2007 with respect to the qual-
ity of health care for children under the 
State plan under this title and the State 
child health plan under title XXI or is other-
wise determined by the Secretary to have 
implemented a comprehensive system for 
gathering information and reporting on the 
quality of health care for children enrolled 
under such plans. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATION OF INCREASE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), for 

purposes of clause (5) of the first sentence of 
subsection (b), in the case of a State de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), the number of 
percentage points determined under this sub-
paragraph is equal to the number of percent-
age points by which the percentage described 
in subparagraph (A)(i) exceeds 90 percent. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION ON INCREASE.—In no event 
may the Federal medical assistance percent-
age for a State for a fiscal year exceed 85 per-
cent as a result of an increase under this 
paragraph. 

‘‘(D) SECRETARIAL RESPONSIBILITIES.— 
‘‘(i) DETERMINATION OF STATE RATES.—The 

rates described in subparagraph (A)(i) shall 
be determined by the Secretary on the basis 
of the 2 most recent Annual Social and Eco-
nomic Supplements of the Current Popu-
lation Survey of the Bureau of the Census. 

‘‘(ii) NOTICE TO STATES.—Not later than 
September 30 of each fiscal year beginning 
with fiscal year 2008, the Secretary shall in-
form each State on the extent to which the 
State’s participation rate among uninsured 
low-income children exceeds or does not ex-
ceed 90 percent. 

‘‘(3) INCREASE IN CAP ON PAYMENTS TO TER-
RITORIES.—If Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, or 
American Samoa qualify for an increase in 
the Federal medical assistance percentage 
under subsection (b)(5) for a fiscal year, the 
additional Federal financial participation 
under this title that results from such in-
crease shall not be counted towards the limi-
tation on total payments under this title for 
such commonwealth or territory otherwise 
determined under subsections (f) and (g) of 
section 1108. 

‘‘(4) SCOPE OF APPLICATION.—The increase 
in the Federal medical assistance percentage 
under subsection (b)(5) shall only apply for 
purposes of payments under section 1903 with 
respect to medical assistance provided to in-
dividuals who have not attained age 19 and 
shall not apply with respect to— 

‘‘(A) disproportionate share hospital pay-
ments described in section 1923; 

‘‘(B) payments under title IV or XXI; or 
‘‘(C) any payments under this title that are 

based on the enhanced FMAP described in 
section 2105(b).’’. 
SEC. 305. ELIMINATION OF COUNTING MEDICAID 

CHILD PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY 
COSTS AGAINST TITLE XXI ALLOT-
MENT. 

Section 2105(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1397ee(a)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘(or, in the case of expendi-
tures described in subparagraph (B), the Fed-
eral medical assistance percentage (as de-
fined in the first sentence of section 
1905(b)))’’; and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B) and insert-
ing the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) [reserved]’’. 
SEC. 306. STATE OPTION TO REQUIRE CERTAIN 

INDIVIDUALS TO PRESENT SATIS-
FACTORY DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 
OF PROOF OF CITIZENSHIP OR NA-
TIONALITY FOR PURPOSES OF ELI-
GIBILITY FOR MEDICAID. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1902(a)(46) (42 
U.S.C. 1396a(a)(46)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(46)’’; 
(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon; 

and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(B) at the option of the State and subject 

to section 1903(x), require that, with respect 
to an individual (other than an individual de-
scribed in section 1903(x)(1)) who declares to 
be a citizen or national of the United States 
for purposes of establishing initial eligibility 
for medical assistance under this title (or, at 
State option, for purposes of renewing or re-
determining such eligibility to the extent 
that such satisfactory documentary evidence 
of citizenship or nationality has not yet been 
presented), there is presented satisfactory 
documentary evidence of citizenship or na-
tionality of the individual (using criteria de-
termined by the State, which shall be no 
more restrictive than the criteria used by 
the Social Security Administration to deter-
mine citizenship, and which shall accept as 
such evidence a document issued by a feder-
ally recognized Indian tribe evidencing mem-
bership or enrollment in, or affiliation with, 
such tribe (such as a tribal enrollment card 
or certificate of degree of Indian blood, and, 
with respect to those federally recognized In-
dian tribes located within States having an 
international border whose membership in-
cludes individuals who are not citizens of the 
United States, such other forms of docu-
mentation (including tribal documentation, 
if appropriate) that the Secretary, after con-
sulting with such tribes, determines to be 
satisfactory documentary evidence of citi-
zenship or nationality for purposes of satis-
fying the requirement of this subpara-
graph));’’. 
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(b) LIMITATION ON WAIVER AUTHORITY.— 

Notwithstanding any provision of section 
1115 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1315), or any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary may not waive the requirements of 
section 1902(a)(46)(B) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(46)(B)) with respect to a State. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1903 (42 U.S.C. 1396b) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (i)— 
(A) in paragraph (20), by adding ‘‘or’’ after 

the semicolon; 
(B) in paragraph (21), by striking ‘‘; or’’ and 

inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking paragraph (22); and 
(2) in subsection (x) (as amended by section 

405(c)(1)(A) of division B of the Tax Relief 
and Health Care Act of 2006 (Public Law 109– 
432))— 

(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (3); 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-

graph (1); 
(C) in paragraph (1), as so redesignated, by 

striking ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 1902(a)(46)(B)’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2) In the case of an individual declaring 
to be a citizen or national of the United 
States with respect to whom a State requires 
the presentation of satisfactory documen-
tary evidence of citizenship or nationality 
under section 1902(a)(46)(B), the individual 
shall be provided at least the reasonable op-
portunity to present satisfactory documen-
tary evidence of citizenship or nationality 
under this subsection as is provided under 
clauses (i) and (ii) of section 1137(d)(4)(A) to 
an individual for the submittal to the State 
of evidence indicating a satisfactory immi-
gration status.’’. 

(d) CLARIFICATION OF RULES FOR CHILDREN 
BORN IN THE UNITED STATES TO MOTHERS ELI-
GIBLE FOR MEDICAID.—Section 1903(x) (42 
U.S.C. 1396b(x)), as amended by subsection 
(c)(2), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or’’ 

at the end; 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 

subparagraph (E); and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 

following new subparagraph: 
‘‘(D) pursuant to the application of section 

1902(e)(4) (and, in the case of an individual 
who is eligible for medical assistance on 
such basis, the individual shall be deemed to 
have provided satisfactory documentary evi-
dence of citizenship or nationality and shall 
not be required to provide further documen-
tary evidence on any date that occurs during 
or after the period in which the individual is 
eligible for medical assistance on such 
basis); or’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) Nothing in subparagraph (A) or (B) of 
section 1902(a)(46), the preceding paragraphs 
of this subsection, or the Deficit Reduction 
Act of 2005, including section 6036 of such 
Act, shall be construed as changing the re-
quirement of section 1902(e)(4) that a child 
born in the United States to an alien mother 
for whom medical assistance for the delivery 
of such child is available as treatment of an 
emergency medical condition pursuant to 
subsection (v) shall be deemed eligible for 
medical assistance during the first year of 
such child’s life.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.—The amend-

ments made by this section shall take effect 
as if included in the enactment of the Deficit 
Reduction Act of 2005 (Public Law 109–171; 120 
Stat. 4). 

(2) RESTORATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—In the 
case of an individual who, during the period 
that began on July 1, 2006, and ends on the 

date of enactment of this Act, was deter-
mined to be ineligible for medical assistance 
under a State Medicaid program solely as a 
result of the application of subsections (i)(22) 
and (x) of section 1903 of the Social Security 
Act (as in effect during such period), but who 
would have been determined eligible for such 
assistance if such subsections, as amended 
by this section, had applied to the indi-
vidual, a State may deem the individual to 
be eligible for such assistance as of the date 
that the individual was determined to be in-
eligible for such medical assistance on such 
basis. 

TITLE IV—START HEALTHY, STAY 
HEALTHY 

SEC. 401. STATE OPTION TO EXPAND OR ADD 
COVERAGE OF CERTAIN PREGNANT 
WOMEN UNDER MEDICAID AND 
CHIP. 

(a) MEDICAID.— 
(1) AUTHORITY TO EXPAND COVERAGE.—Sec-

tion 1902(l)(2)(A)(i) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(l)(2)(A)(i)) 
is amended by inserting ‘‘(or such higher per-
centage as the State may elect for purposes 
of expenditures for medical assistance for 
pregnant women described in section 
1905(u)(4)(A))’’ after ‘‘185 percent’’. 

(2) ENHANCED MATCHING FUNDS AVAILABLE IF 
CERTAIN CONDITIONS MET.—Section 1905 (42 
U.S.C. 1396d) is amended— 

(A) in the fourth sentence of subsection (b), 
by striking ‘‘or subsection (u)(3)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, (u)(3), or (u)(4)’’; and 

(B) in subsection (u)— 
(i) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (5); and 
(ii) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

lowing new paragraph: 
‘‘(4) For purposes of the fourth sentence of 

subsection (b) and section 2105(a), the ex-
penditures described in this paragraph are 
the following: 

‘‘(A) CERTAIN PREGNANT WOMEN.—If the 
conditions described in subparagraph (B) are 
met, expenditures for medical assistance for 
pregnant women described in subsection (n) 
or in section 1902(l)(1)(A) in a family the in-
come of which exceeds 185 percent of the pov-
erty line, but does not exceed the income eli-
gibility level established under title XXI for 
a targeted low-income child. 

‘‘(B) CONDITIONS.—The conditions described 
in this subparagraph are the following: 

‘‘(i) The State plans under this title and 
title XXI do not provide coverage for preg-
nant women described in subparagraph (A) 
with higher family income without covering 
such pregnant women with a lower family in-
come. 

‘‘(ii) The State does not apply an effective 
income level for pregnant women that is 
lower than the effective income level (ex-
pressed as a percent of the poverty line and 
considering applicable income disregards) 
specified under the State plan under sub-
section (a)(10)(A)(i)(III) or (l)(2)(A) of section 
1902, on the date of enactment of this para-
graph to be eligible for medical assistance as 
a pregnant woman. 

‘‘(C) DEFINITION OF POVERTY LINE.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘poverty line’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 
2110(c)(5).’’. 

(3) PAYMENT FROM TITLE XXI ALLOTMENT 
FOR MEDICAID EXPANSION COSTS.—Section 
2105(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1397ee(a)(1)), as amended 
by section 305, is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) for the portion of the payments made 
for expenditures described in section 
1905(u)(4)(A) that represents the additional 
amount paid for such expenditures as a re-
sult of the enhanced FMAP being substituted 
for the Federal medical assistance percent-
age of such expenditures;’’. 

(b) CHIP.— 
(1) COVERAGE.—Title XXI (42 U.S.C. 1397aa 

et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 2111. OPTIONAL COVERAGE OF TARGETED 

LOW-INCOME PREGNANT WOMEN. 
‘‘(a) OPTIONAL COVERAGE.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this title, a 
State may provide for coverage, through an 
amendment to its State child health plan 
under section 2102, of pregnancy-related as-
sistance for targeted low-income pregnant 
women in accordance with this section, but 
only if— 

‘‘(1) the State has established an income 
eligibility level for pregnant women under 
subsection (a)(10)(A)(i)(III) or (l)(2)(A) of sec-
tion 1902 that is at least 185 percent of the in-
come official poverty line; and 

‘‘(2) the State meets the conditions de-
scribed in section 1905(u)(4)(B). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this 
title: 

‘‘(1) PREGNANCY-RELATED ASSISTANCE.—The 
term ‘pregnancy-related assistance’ has the 
meaning given the term ‘child health assist-
ance’ in section 2110(a) as if any reference to 
targeted low-income children were a ref-
erence to targeted low-income pregnant 
women. 

‘‘(2) TARGETED LOW-INCOME PREGNANT 
WOMAN.—The term ‘targeted low-income 
pregnant woman’ means a woman— 

‘‘(A) during pregnancy and through the end 
of the month in which the 60-day period (be-
ginning on the last day of her pregnancy) 
ends; 

‘‘(B) whose family income exceeds the ef-
fective income level (expressed as a percent 
of the poverty line and considering applica-
ble income disregards) specified under sub-
section (a)(10)(A)(i)(III) or (l)(2)(A) of section 
1902, on January 1, 2008, to be eligible for 
medical assistance as a pregnant woman 
under title XIX but does not exceed the in-
come eligibility level established under the 
State child health plan under this title for a 
targeted low-income child; and 

‘‘(C) who satisfies the requirements of 
paragraphs (1)(A), (1)(C), (2), and (3) of sec-
tion 2110(b) in the same manner as a child 
applying for child health assistance would 
have to satisfy such requirements. 

‘‘(c) REFERENCES TO TERMS AND SPECIAL 
RULES.—In the case of, and with respect to, 
a State providing for coverage of pregnancy- 
related assistance to targeted low-income 
pregnant women under subsection (a), the 
following special rules apply: 

‘‘(1) Any reference in this title (other than 
in subsection (b)) to a targeted low-income 
child is deemed to include a reference to a 
targeted low-income pregnant woman. 

‘‘(2) Any such reference to child health as-
sistance with respect to such women is 
deemed a reference to pregnancy-related as-
sistance. 

‘‘(3) Any such reference to a child is 
deemed a reference to a woman during preg-
nancy and the period described in subsection 
(b)(2)(A). 

‘‘(4) In applying section 2102(b)(3)(B), any 
reference to children found through screen-
ing to be eligible for medical assistance 
under the State Medicaid plan under title 
XIX is deemed a reference to pregnant 
women. 

‘‘(5) There shall be no exclusion of benefits 
for services described in subsection (b)(1) 
based on any preexisting condition and no 
waiting period (including any waiting period 
imposed to carry out section 2102(b)(3)(C)) 
shall apply. 

‘‘(6) In applying section 2103(e)(3)(B) in the 
case of a pregnant woman provided coverage 
under this section, the limitation on total 
annual aggregate cost sharing shall be ap-
plied to such pregnant woman. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5194 April 26, 2007 
‘‘(7) The reference in section 2107(e)(1)(F) 

to section 1920A (relating to presumptive eli-
gibility for children) is deemed a reference to 
section 1920 (relating to presumptive eligi-
bility for pregnant women). 

‘‘(d) AUTOMATIC ENROLLMENT FOR CHILDREN 
BORN TO WOMEN RECEIVING PREGNANCY-RE-
LATED ASSISTANCE.—If a child is born to a 
targeted low-income pregnant woman who 
was receiving pregnancy-related assistance 
under this section on the date of the child’s 
birth, the child shall be deemed to have ap-
plied for child health assistance under the 
State child health plan and to have been 
found eligible for such assistance under such 
plan or to have applied for medical assist-
ance under title XIX and to have been found 
eligible for such assistance under such title, 
as appropriate, on the date of such birth and 
to remain eligible for such assistance until 
the child attains 1 year of age. During the 
period in which a child is deemed under the 
preceding sentence to be eligible for child 
health or medical assistance, the child 
health or medical assistance eligibility iden-
tification number of the mother shall also 
serve as the identification number of the 
child, and all claims shall be submitted and 
paid under such number (unless the State 
issues a separate identification number for 
the child before such period expires).’’. 

(2) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) NO COST SHARING FOR PREGNANCY-RE-

LATED BENEFITS.—Section 2103(e)(2) (42 U.S.C. 
1397cc(e)(2)) is amended— 

(i) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘OR PREG-
NANCY-RELATED SERVICES’’ after ‘‘PREVENTIVE 
SERVICES’’; and 

(ii) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘or for pregnancy-related 
services’’. 

(B) NO WAITING PERIOD.—Section 
2102(b)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 1397bb(b)(1)(B)) is 
amended— 

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the 
end and inserting a semicolon; 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iii) may not apply a waiting period (in-
cluding a waiting period to carry out para-
graph (3)(C)) in the case of a targeted low-in-
come pregnant woman.’’. 

(c) OTHER AMENDMENTS TO MEDICAID.— 
(1) ELIGIBILITY OF A NEWBORN.—Section 

1902(e)(4) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(e)(4)) is amended in 
the first sentence by striking ‘‘so long as the 
child is a member of the woman’s household 
and the woman remains (or would remain if 
pregnant) eligible for such assistance’’. 

(2) APPLICATION OF QUALIFIED ENTITIES TO 
PRESUMPTIVE ELIGIBILITY FOR PREGNANT 
WOMEN UNDER MEDICAID.—Section 1920(b) (42 
U.S.C. 1396r–1(b)) is amended by adding after 
paragraph (2) the following new flush sen-
tence: 
‘‘The term ‘qualified provider’ includes a 
qualified entity as defined in section 
1920A(b)(3).’’. 
SEC. 402. COORDINATION WITH THE MATERNAL 

AND CHILD HEALTH PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2102(b)(3) (42 

U.S.C. 1397bb(b)(3)) is amended— 
(1) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 
(2) in subparagraph (E), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(F) that operations and activities under 

this title are developed and implemented in 
consultation and coordination with the pro-
gram operated by the State under title V in 
areas including outreach and enrollment, 
benefits and services, service delivery stand-
ards, public health and social service agency 

relationships, and quality assurance and 
data reporting.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING MEDICAID AMENDMENT.— 
Section 1902(a)(11) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(11)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ before ‘‘(C)’’; and 
(2) by inserting before the semicolon at the 

end the following: ‘‘, and (D) provide that op-
erations and activities under this title are 
developed and implemented in consultation 
and coordination with the program operated 
by the State under title V in areas including 
outreach and enrollment, benefits and serv-
ices, service delivery standards, public 
health and social service agency relation-
ships, and quality assurance and data report-
ing’’. 
SEC. 403. OPTIONAL COVERAGE OF LEGAL IMMI-

GRANTS UNDER MEDICAID AND 
CHIP. 

(a) MEDICAID PROGRAM.—Section 1903(v) (42 
U.S.C. 1396b(v)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (4)’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(4)(A) A State may elect (in a plan 
amendment under this title) to provide med-
ical assistance under this title, notwith-
standing sections 401(a), 402(b), 403, and 421 of 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, for aliens 
who are lawfully residing in the United 
States (including battered aliens described 
in section 431(c) of such Act) and who are 
otherwise eligible for such assistance, within 
either or both of the following eligibility 
categories: 

‘‘(i) PREGNANT WOMEN.—Women during 
pregnancy (and during the 60-day period be-
ginning on the last day of the pregnancy). 

‘‘(ii) CHILDREN.—Individuals under 21 years 
of age, including optional targeted low-in-
come children described in section 
1905(u)(2)(B). 

‘‘(B) In the case of a State that has elected 
to provide medical assistance to a category 
of aliens under subparagraph (A), no debt 
shall accrue under an affidavit of support 
against any sponsor of such an alien on the 
basis of provision of assistance to such cat-
egory and the cost of such assistance shall 
not be considered as an unreimbursed cost.’’. 

(b) CHIP.—Section 2107(e)(1) (42 U.S.C. 
1397gg(e)(1)), as amended by sections 301(b) 
and 302(b)(2), is amended by redesignating 
subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F) as subpara-
graphs (E), (F), and (G), respectively, and by 
inserting after subparagraph (B) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) Section 1903(v)(4) (relating to optional 
coverage of categories of lawfully residing 
immigrant children), but only if the State 
has elected to apply such section to the cat-
egory of children under title XIX.’’. 
SEC. 404. IMPROVING BENCHMARK COVERAGE 

OPTIONS. 
(a) LIMITATION ON USE OF SECRETARY-AP-

PROVED COVERAGE.—Section 2103(a)(4) (42 
U.S.C. 1397cc(a)(4)) is amended by striking 
the period at the end and inserting ‘‘, but 
only if such determination was made before 
March 1, 2007.’’. 

(b) STATE EMPLOYEE COVERAGE BENCH-
MARK.—Section 2103(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1397(b)(2)) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘A health benefits coverage 
plan’’ and inserting ‘‘The health benefits 
coverage plan’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘and that has the largest 
enrollment among such employees with de-
pendent coverage in either of the previous 2 
plan years’’ before the period. 
SEC. 405. REQUIRING COVERAGE OF DENTAL AND 

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES. 
(a) REQUIRED COVERAGE OF DENTAL AND 

MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES.—Section 2103 (42 
U.S.C. 1397cc(c)) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(c)(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (5) and (6) 
of subsection (c)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-

graph (6); and 
(B) by inserting after paragraph (4), the 

following new paragraph: 
‘‘(5) OTHER REQUIRED SERVICES.—The child 

health assistance provided to a targeted low- 
income child shall include coverage of the 
following: 

‘‘(A) DENTAL SERVICES.—Dental services 
described in section 1905(r)(3) and provided in 
accordance with section 1902(a)(43). 

‘‘(B) MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES.—Mental 
health services.’’. 

(b) STATE CHILD HEALTH PLAN REQUIRE-
MENT.—Section 2102(a)(7)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
1397bb(c)(2)) is amended by inserting ‘‘and 
services described in section 2103(c)(5)’’ after 
‘‘emergency services’’ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
2103(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1397cc(c)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 

(D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec-
tively. 
SEC. 406. CLARIFICATION OF REQUIREMENT TO 

PROVIDE EPSDT SERVICES FOR ALL 
CHILDREN IN BENCHMARK BENEFIT 
PACKAGES UNDER MEDICAID. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1937(a)(1), as in-
serted by section 6044(a) of the Deficit Re-
duction Act of 2005, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in the matter before clause (i), by 

striking ‘‘Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this title’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to 
subparagraph (E)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘enrollment in coverage 
that provides’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘benchmark coverage described in 
subsection (b)(1) or benchmark equivalent 
coverage described in subsection (b)(2).’’; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 
BENEFITS.—A State, at its option, may pro-
vide such additional benefits to benchmark 
coverage described in subsection (b)(1) or 
benchmark equivalent coverage described in 
subsection (b)(2) as the State may specify.’’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) REQUIRING COVERAGE OF EPSDT SERV-
ICES.—Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed as affecting a child’s entitlement 
to care and services described in subsections 
(a)(4)(B) and (r) of section 1905 and provided 
in accordance with section 1903(a)(43) wheth-
er provided through benchmark coverage, 
benchmark equivalent coverage, or other-
wise.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect as 
if included in the amendment made by sec-
tion 6044(a) of the Deficit Reduction Act of 
2005. 
SEC. 407. CHILDHOOD OBESITY DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT. 
(a) AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT DEMONSTRA-

TION.—The Secretary, in consultation with 
the Administrator of the Centers for Medi-
care & Medicaid Services, shall conduct a 
demonstration project to develop a com-
prehensive and systematic model for reduc-
ing childhood obesity by awarding grants to 
eligible entities to carry out such project. 
Such model shall— 

(1) identify, through self-assessment, be-
havioral risk factors for obesity among chil-
dren; 

(2) identify, through self-assessment, need-
ed clinical preventive and screening benefits 
among those children identified as target in-
dividuals on the basis of such risk factors; 
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(3) provide ongoing support to such target 

individuals and their families to reduce risk 
factors and promote the appropriate use of 
preventive and screening benefits; and 

(4) be designed to improve health out-
comes, satisfaction, quality of life, and ap-
propriate use of items and services for which 
medical assistance is available under title 
XIX of the Social Security Act or child 
health assistance is available under title XXI 
of such Act among such target individuals. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY ENTITIES.—For purposes of 
this section, an eligible entity is any of the 
following: 

(1) A city, county, or Indian tribe. 
(2) A local or tribal educational agency. 
(3) An accredited university, college, or 

community college. 
(4) A federally-qualified health center. 
(5) A local health department. 
(6) A health care provider. 
(7) A community-based organization. 
(8) Any other entity determined appro-

priate by the Secretary, including a con-
sortia or partnership of entities described in 
any of paragraphs (1) through (7). 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible entity 
awarded a grant under this section shall use 
the funds made available under the grant 
to— 

(1) carry out community-based activities 
related to reducing childhood obesity, in-
cluding by— 

(A) forming partnerships with entities, in-
cluding schools and other facilities providing 
recreational services, to establish programs 
for after school and weekend community ac-
tivities that are designed to reduce child-
hood obesity; 

(B) forming partnerships with daycare fa-
cilities to establish programs that promote 
healthy eating behaviors and physical activ-
ity; and 

(C) developing and evaluating community 
educational activities targeting good nutri-
tion and promoting healthy eating behav-
iors; 

(2) carry out age-appropriate school-based 
activities that are designed to reduce child-
hood obesity, including by— 

(A) developing and testing educational cur-
ricula and intervention programs designed to 
promote healthy eating behaviors and habits 
in youth, which may include— 

(i) after hours physical activity programs; 
and 

(ii) science-based interventions with mul-
tiple components to prevent eating disorders 
including nutritional content, understanding 
and responding to hunger and satiety, posi-
tive body image development, positive self- 
esteem development, and learning life skills 
(such as stress management, communication 
skills, problem-solving and decisionmaking 
skills), as well as consideration of cultural 
and developmental issues, and the role of 
family, school, and community; 

(B) providing education and training to 
educational professionals regarding how to 
promote a healthy lifestyle and a healthy 
school environment for children; 

(C) planning and implementing a healthy 
lifestyle curriculum or program with an em-
phasis on healthy eating behaviors and phys-
ical activity; and 

(D) planning and implementing healthy 
lifestyle classes or programs for parents or 
guardians, with an emphasis on healthy eat-
ing behaviors and physical activity for chil-
dren; 

(3) carry out activities through the local 
health care delivery systems including by— 

(A) promoting healthy eating behaviors 
and physical activity services to treat or 
prevent eating disorders, being overweight, 
and obesity; 

(B) providing patient education and coun-
seling to increase physical activity and pro-
mote healthy eating behaviors; 

(C) training health professionals on how to 
identify and treat obese and overweight indi-
viduals which may include nutrition and 
physical activity counseling; and 

(D) providing community education by a 
health professional on good nutrition and 
physical activity to develop a better under-
standing of the relationship between diet, 
physical activity, and eating disorders, obe-
sity, or being overweight; and 

(4) provide, through qualified health pro-
fessionals, training and supervision for com-
munity health workers to— 

(A) educate families regarding the rela-
tionship between nutrition, eating habits, 
physical activity, and obesity; 

(B) educate families about effective strate-
gies to improve nutrition, establish healthy 
eating patterns, and establish appropriate 
levels of physical activity; and 

(C) educate and guide parents regarding 
the ability to model and communicate posi-
tive health behaviors. 

(d) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
subsection (a), the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to awarding grants to eligible enti-
ties— 

(1) that demonstrate that they have pre-
viously applied successfully for funds to 
carry out activities that seek to promote in-
dividual and community health and to pre-
vent the incidence of chronic disease and 
that can cite published and peer-reviewed re-
search demonstrating that the activities 
that the entities propose to carry out with 
funds made available under the grant are ef-
fective; 

(2) that will carry out programs or activi-
ties that seek to accomplish a goal or goals 
set by the State in the Healthy People 2010 
plan of the State; 

(3) that provide non-Federal contributions, 
either in cash or inkind, to the costs of fund-
ing activities under the grants; 

(4) that develop comprehensive plans that 
include a strategy for extending program ac-
tivities developed under grants in the years 
following the fiscal years for which they re-
ceive grants under this section; 

(5) located in communities that are medi-
cally underserved, as determined by the Sec-
retary; 

(6) located in areas in which the average 
poverty rate is at least 150 percent or higher 
of the average poverty rate in the State in-
volved, as determined by the Secretary; and 

(7) that submit plans that exhibit multi-
sectoral, cooperative conduct that includes 
the involvement of a broad range of stake-
holders, including— 

(A) community-based organizations; 
(B) local governments; 
(C) local educational agencies; 
(D) the private sector; 
(E) State or local departments of health; 
(F) accredited colleges, universities, and 

community colleges; 
(G) health care providers; 
(H) State and local departments of trans-

portation and city planning; and 
(I) other entities determined appropriate 

by the Secretary. 
(e) PROGRAM DESIGN.— 
(1) INITIAL DESIGN.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall design the demonstration 
project. The demonstration should draw 
upon promising, innovative models and in-
centives to reduce behavioral risk factors. 
The Administrator of the Centers for Medi-
care & Medicaid Services shall consult with 
the Director of the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention, the Director of the Of-
fice of Minority Health, the heads of other 
agencies in the Department of Health and 

Human Services, and such professional orga-
nizations, as the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate, on the design, conduct, and 
evaluation of the demonstration. 

(2) NUMBER AND PROJECT AREAS.—Not later 
than 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall award 1 grant 
that is specifically designed to determine 
whether programs similar to programs to be 
conducted by other grantees under this sec-
tion should be implemented with respect to 
the general population of children who are 
eligible for child health assistance under 
State child health plans under title XXI of 
the Social Security Act in order to reduce 
the incidence of childhood obesity among 
such population. 

(f) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 3 
years after the date the Secretary imple-
ments the demonstration project under this 
section, the Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress a report that describes the project, 
evaluates the effectiveness and cost effec-
tiveness of the project, evaluates the bene-
ficiary satisfaction under the project, and in-
cludes any such other information as the 
Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) FEDERALLY-QUALIFIED HEALTH CENTER.— 

The term ‘‘Federally-qualified health cen-
ter’’ has the meaning given that term in sec-
tion 1905(l)(2)(B) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396d(l)(2)(B)). 

(2) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
4 of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act 
(25 U.S.C. 1603). 

(3) SELF-ASSESSMENT.—The term ‘‘self-as-
sessment’’ means a form that— 

(A) includes questions regarding— 
(i) behavioral risk factors; 
(ii) needed preventive and screening serv-

ices; and 
(iii) target individuals’ preferences for re-

ceiving follow-up information; 
(B) is assessed using such computer gen-

erated assessment programs; and 
(C) allows for the provision of such ongoing 

support to the individual as the Secretary 
determines appropriate. 

(4) ONGOING SUPPORT.—The term ‘‘ongoing 
support’’ means— 

(A) to provide any target individual with 
information, feedback, health coaching, and 
recommendations regarding— 

(i) the results of a self-assessment given to 
the individual; 

(ii) behavior modification based on the 
self-assessment; and 

(iii) any need for clinical preventive and 
screening services or treatment including 
medical nutrition therapy; 

(B) to provide any target individual with 
referrals to community resources and pro-
grams available to assist the target indi-
vidual in reducing health risks; and 

(C) to provide the information described in 
subparagraph (A) to a health care provider, if 
designated by the target individual to re-
ceive such information. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, $25,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2012. 
TITLE V—IMPROVING ACCESS TO HEALTH 

CARE FOR CHILDREN 
SEC. 501. PROMOTING CHILDREN’S ACCESS TO 

COVERED HEALTH SERVICES. 
(a) MEDICAID AND CHIP PAYMENT AND AC-

CESS COMMISSION.—Title XIX (42 U.S.C. 1396 
et seq.) is amended by inserting before sec-
tion 1901 the following new section: 

‘‘MEDICAID AND CHIP PAYMENT AND ACCESS 
COMMISSION 

‘‘SEC. 1900. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is 
hereby established the Medicaid and CHIP 
Payment and Access Commission (in this 
section referred to as ‘MACPAC’). 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5196 April 26, 2007 
‘‘(b) DUTIES.— 
‘‘(1) REVIEW OF ACCESS POLICIES AND AN-

NUAL REPORTS.—MACPAC shall— 
‘‘(A) review policies of the Medicaid pro-

gram established under this title (in this sec-
tion referred to as ‘Medicaid’) and the State 
Children’s Health Insurance Program estab-
lished under title XXI (in this section re-
ferred to as ‘CHIP’) affecting children’s ac-
cess to covered items and services, including 
topics described in paragraph (2); 

‘‘(B) make recommendations to Congress 
concerning such access policies; 

‘‘(C) by not later than March 1 of each year 
(beginning with 2009), submit a report to 
Congress containing the results of such re-
views and MACPAC’s recommendations con-
cerning such policies; and 

‘‘(D) by not later than June 1 of each year 
(beginning with 2009), submit a report to 
Congress containing an examination of 
issues affecting Medicaid and CHIP, includ-
ing the implications of changes in health 
care delivery in the United States and in the 
market for health care services on such pro-
grams. 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC TOPICS TO BE REVIEWED.—Spe-
cifically, MACPAC shall review and assess 
the following: 

‘‘(A) MEDICAID AND CHIP PAYMENT POLI-
CIES.—Payment policies under Medicaid and 
CHIP, including— 

‘‘(i) the factors affecting expenditures for 
items and services in different sectors, in-
cluding the process for updating hospital, 
skilled nursing facility, physician, Feder-
ally-qualified health center, rural health 
center, and other fees; 

‘‘(ii) payment methodologies; and 
‘‘(iii) the relationship of such factors and 

methodologies to access and quality of care 
for Medicaid and CHIP beneficiaries. 

‘‘(B) INTERACTION OF MEDICAID AND CHIP 
PAYMENT POLICIES WITH HEALTH CARE DELIV-
ERY GENERALLY.—The effect of Medicaid and 
CHIP payment policies on access to items 
and services for children and other Medicaid 
and CHIP populations other than under this 
title or title XXI and the implications of 
changes in health care delivery in the United 
States and in the general market for health 
care items and services on Medicaid and 
CHIP. 

‘‘(C) OTHER ACCESS POLICIES.—The effect of 
other Medicaid and CHIP policies on access 
to covered items and services, including poli-
cies relating to transportation and language 
barriers. 

‘‘(3) CREATION OF EARLY-WARNING SYSTEM.— 
MACPAC shall create an early-warning sys-
tem to identify provider shortage areas or 
any other problems that threaten access to 
care or the health care status of Medicaid 
and CHIP beneficiaries. 

‘‘(4) COMMENTS ON CERTAIN SECRETARIAL RE-
PORTS.—If the Secretary submits to Congress 
(or a committee of Congress) a report that is 
required by law and that relates to access 
policies, including with respect to payment 
policies, under Medicaid or CHIP, the Sec-
retary shall transmit a copy of the report to 
MACPAC. MACPAC shall review the report 
and, not later than 6 months after the date 
of submittal of the Secretary’s report to 
Congress, shall submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress written comments 
on such report. Such comments may include 
such recommendations as MACPAC deems 
appropriate. 

‘‘(5) AGENDA AND ADDITIONAL REVIEWS.— 
MACPAC shall consult periodically with the 
chairmen and ranking minority members of 
the appropriate committees of Congress re-
garding MACPAC’s agenda and progress to-
wards achieving the agenda. MACPAC may 
conduct additional reviews, and submit addi-
tional reports to the appropriate committees 
of Congress, from time to time on such top-

ics relating to the program under this title 
or title XXI as may be requested by such 
chairmen and members and as MACPAC 
deems appropriate. 

‘‘(6) AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.—MACPAC 
shall transmit to the Secretary a copy of 
each report submitted under this subsection 
and shall make such reports available to the 
public. 

‘‘(7) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEE OF CON-
GRESS.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘appropriate committees of Congress’ 
means the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate. 

‘‘(8) VOTING AND REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—With respect to each recommenda-
tion contained in a report submitted under 
paragraph (1), each member of MACPAC 
shall vote on the recommendation, and 
MACPAC shall include, by member, the re-
sults of that vote in the report containing 
the recommendation. 

‘‘(9) EXAMINATION OF BUDGET CON-
SEQUENCES.—Before making any rec-
ommendations, MACPAC shall examine the 
budget consequences of such recommenda-
tions, directly or through consultation with 
appropriate expert entities. 

‘‘(c) MEMBERSHIP.— 
‘‘(1) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—MACPAC 

shall be composed of 17 members appointed 
by the Comptroller General of the United 
States. 

‘‘(2) QUALIFICATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The membership of 

MACPAC shall include individuals who have 
had direct experience as enrollees or parents 
of enrollees in Medicaid or CHIP and individ-
uals with national recognition for their ex-
pertise in Federal safety net health pro-
grams, health finance and economics, actu-
arial science, health facility management, 
health plans and integrated delivery sys-
tems, reimbursement of health facilities, 
health information technology, pediatric 
physicians, dentists, and other providers of 
health services, and other related fields, who 
provide a mix of different professionals, 
broad geographic representation, and a bal-
ance between urban and rural representa-
tives. 

‘‘(B) INCLUSION.—The membership of 
MACPAC shall include (but not be limited 
to) physicians and other health profes-
sionals, employers, third-party payers, and 
individuals with expertise in the delivery of 
health services. Such membership shall also 
include consumers representing children, 
pregnant women, the elderly, and individuals 
with disabilities, current or former rep-
resentatives of State agencies responsible for 
administering Medicaid, and current or 
former representatives of State agencies re-
sponsible for administering CHIP. 

‘‘(C) MAJORITY NONPROVIDERS.—Individuals 
who are directly involved in the provision, or 
management of the delivery, of items and 
services covered under Medicaid or CHIP 
shall not constitute a majority of the mem-
bership of MACPAC. 

‘‘(D) ETHICAL DISCLOSURE.—The Comp-
troller General of the United States shall es-
tablish a system for public disclosure by 
members of MACPAC of financial and other 
potential conflicts of interest relating to 
such members. Members of MACPAC shall be 
treated as employees of Congress for pur-
poses of applying title I of the Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act of 1978 (Public Law 95–521). 

‘‘(3) TERMS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The terms of members 

of MACPAC shall be for 3 years except that 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall designate staggered terms for the mem-
bers first appointed. 

‘‘(B) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed 
to fill a vacancy occurring before the expira-

tion of the term for which the member’s 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of that 
member’s term until a successor has taken 
office. A vacancy in MACPAC shall be filled 
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made. 

‘‘(4) COMPENSATION.—While serving on the 
business of MACPAC (including travel time), 
a member of MACPAC shall be entitled to 
compensation at the per diem equivalent of 
the rate provided for level IV of the Execu-
tive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code; and while so serving 
away from home and the member’s regular 
place of business, a member may be allowed 
travel expenses, as authorized by the Chair-
man of MACPAC. Physicians serving as per-
sonnel of MACPAC may be provided a physi-
cian comparability allowance by MACPAC in 
the same manner as Government physicians 
may be provided such an allowance by an 
agency under section 5948 of title 5, United 
States Code, and for such purpose subsection 
(i) of such section shall apply to MACPAC in 
the same manner as it applies to the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority. For purposes of pay 
(other than pay of members of MACPAC) and 
employment benefits, rights, and privileges, 
all personnel of MACPAC shall be treated as 
if they were employees of the United States 
Senate. 

‘‘(5) CHAIRMAN; VICE CHAIRMAN.—The Comp-
troller General of the United States shall 
designate a member of MACPAC, at the time 
of appointment of the member as Chairman 
and a member as Vice Chairman for that 
term of appointment, except that in the case 
of vacancy of the Chairmanship or Vice 
Chairmanship, the Comptroller General of 
the United States may designate another 
member for the remainder of that member’s 
term. 

‘‘(6) MEETINGS.—MACPAC shall meet at 
the call of the Chairman. 

‘‘(d) DIRECTOR AND STAFF; EXPERTS AND 
CONSULTANTS.—Subject to such review as the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
deems necessary to assure the efficient ad-
ministration of MACPAC, MACPAC may— 

‘‘(1) employ and fix the compensation of an 
Executive Director (subject to the approval 
of the Comptroller General of the United 
States) and such other personnel as may be 
necessary to carry out its duties (without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5, United 
States Code, governing appointments in the 
competitive service); 

‘‘(2) seek such assistance and support as 
may be required in the performance of its du-
ties from appropriate Federal departments 
and agencies; 

‘‘(3) enter into contracts or make other ar-
rangements, as may be necessary for the 
conduct of the work of MACPAC (without re-
gard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
(41 U.S.C. 5)); 

‘‘(4) make advance, progress, and other 
payments which relate to the work of 
MACPAC; 

‘‘(5) provide transportation and subsistence 
for persons serving without compensation; 
and 

‘‘(6) prescribe such rules and regulations as 
it deems necessary with respect to the inter-
nal organization and operation of MACPAC. 

‘‘(e) POWERS.— 
‘‘(1) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—MACPAC 

may secure directly from any department or 
agency of the United States information nec-
essary to enable it to carry out this section. 
Upon request of the Chairman, the head of 
that department or agency shall furnish that 
information to MACPAC on an agreed upon 
schedule. 

‘‘(2) DATA COLLECTION.—In order to carry 
out its functions, MACPAC shall— 
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‘‘(A) utilize existing information, both pub-

lished and unpublished, where possible, col-
lected and assessed either by its own staff or 
under other arrangements made in accord-
ance with this section; 

‘‘(B) carry out, or award grants or con-
tracts for, original research and experimen-
tation, where existing information is inad-
equate; and 

‘‘(C) adopt procedures allowing any inter-
ested party to submit information for 
MACPAC’s use in making reports and rec-
ommendations. 

‘‘(3) ACCESS OF GAO TO INFORMATION.—The 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall have unrestricted access to all delib-
erations, records, and nonproprietary data of 
MACPAC, immediately upon request. 

‘‘(4) PERIODIC AUDIT.—MACPAC shall be 
subject to periodic audit by the Comptroller 
General of the United States. 

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) REQUEST FOR APPROPRIATIONS.— 

MACPAC shall submit requests for appro-
priations in the same manner as the Comp-
troller General of the United States submits 
requests for appropriations, but amounts ap-
propriated for MACPAC shall be separate 
from amounts appropriated for the Comp-
troller General of the United States. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion.’’. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.— 
Not later than January 1, 2008, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall ap-
point the initial members of the Medicaid 
and CHIP Payment and Access Commission 
established under section 1900 of the Social 
Security Act (as added by subsection (a)). 

SEC. 502. INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE STUDY AND 
REPORT ON CHILDREN’S ACCESS TO 
HEALTH CARE. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter 

into a contract with the Institute of Medi-
cine of the National Academy of Sciences (in 
this section referred to as the ‘‘Institute’’), 
to update the data and analyses of the June 
1998 report of the Institute entitled, ‘‘Amer-
ica’s Children: Health Insurance and Access 
to Care’’. Specifically, the Institute shall— 

(A) examine the extent of health insurance 
coverage for children in the United States; 
and 

(B) analyze the extent to which there is 
evidence of the relationship between health 
insurance coverage and children’s access to 
health care. 

(2) REQUIREMENT.—In carrying out the 
study required under paragraph (1), the Insti-
tute shall focus on a broad range of providers 
that offer health care services to children, 
including (but not limited to) providers of 
oral health care services and mental health 
care services. 

(3) SUPPORT.—The Secretary shall provide 
to the Institute any relevant data available 
to the Secretary during the period in which 
the study required under paragraph (1) is 
conducted. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary and the Institute shall submit a 
report to Congress on the results of the 
study conducted under subsection (a). 

(c) APPROPRIATIONS.—Out of any funds in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
there is appropriated for fiscal year 2008 such 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of 
carrying out this section, not to exceed 
$1,000,000. Funds appropriated under this sub-
section shall remain available until ex-
pended. 

TITLE VI—STRENGTHENING QUALITY OF 
CARE AND HEALTH OUTCOMES OF CHIL-
DREN 

SEC. 601. STRENGTHENING CHILD HEALTH QUAL-
ITY IMPROVEMENT ACTIVITIES. 

(a) UPDATING AND ENHANCEMENT OF QUAL-
ITY OF CARE MEASURES FOR CHILDREN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1, 
2009, the Secretary shall do the following: 

(A) UPDATE AND ENHANCE QUALITY MEAS-
URES.—In consultation with States, pro-
viders, and child health experts, update and 
enhance the HEDIS measures and other 
measures that the Secretary recommends 
States use to annually report on the quality 
of health care for children enrolled in Med-
icaid or CHIP to include additional and more 
comprehensive information with respect to 
health care delivered to children in both am-
bulatory and inpatient care settings, that 
can be used to develop national quality 
measures and perform comparative analyses. 

(B) ENCOURAGE VOLUNTARY REPORTING.—In 
consultation with States, develop procedures 
to encourage States to voluntarily report 
the same set of measures with respect to the 
quality of health care for children under 
Medicaid and CHIP. 

(C) ADOPTION OF BEST PRACTICES.—Develop 
programs to identify best practices with re-
spect to the quality of health care for chil-
dren and facilitate the adoption of such best 
practices, including in areas such as provider 
reporting compliance, successful quality im-
provement strategies, and improved effi-
ciency in data collection using health infor-
mation technology. 

(D) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Provide tech-
nical assistance to States to help them com-
ply with the measures updated in accordance 
with subparagraph (A) and adopt the best 
practices identified in accordance with sub-
paragraph (C). 

(b) DISSEMINATION OF HEALTH QUALITY IN-
FORMATION.— 

(1) STATE-SPECIFIC REPORT ON CHILD HEALTH 
QUALITY MEASURES.—Not later than January 
1, 2008, and annually thereafter, the Sec-
retary shall collect, analyze, and make pub-
licly available State-specific data on child 
health quality measures, including State- 
specific data collected on external quality 
review activities related to managed care or-
ganizations under Medicaid and CHIP. 

(2) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
January 1, 2008, and every 3 years thereafter, 
the Secretary shall report to Congress on— 

(A) the status of the Secretary’s efforts to 
improve— 

(i) children’s health care, including chil-
dren’s needs with respect to preventive, 
acute, and chronic health care; and 

(ii) all domains of quality, including safe-
ty, family experience of care, and elimi-
nation of disparities; and 

(B) the quality of care furnished to amelio-
rate at least 1 type of physical, mental, or 
developmental condition recognized as hav-
ing an effect on growth and development in 
children and adolescents. 

(c) DEVELOPMENT, ENDORSEMENT, AND UP-
DATING OF CHILD-SPECIFIC HEALTH QUALITY 
MEASURES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than January 1, 
2009, the Secretary shall establish a program 
to support the development of quality meas-
ures for children’s health care services. 

(2) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS AND CON-
TRACTS.—As part of such program, the Sec-
retary shall award grants and contracts for 
the— 

(A) development of new child health qual-
ity measures to supplement or replace, as ap-
propriate, the HEDIS measures updated and 
enhanced in accordance with subsection 
(a)(1)(A); 

(B) advancement (through validation and 
consensus among the entities described in 

paragraph (3)) of such new measures and of 
child health quality measures used as of the 
date of enactment of this Act; and 

(C) updating of such measures as nec-
essary. 

(3) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In carrying 
out the program required under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall consult with the 
following: 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT OF AREAS OF NEED AND 
PRIORITIES.—For purposes of identifying gaps 
in child health quality measures used as of 
the date of enactment of this Act and estab-
lishing priorities for development: 

(i) States. 
(ii) National pediatric organizations. 
(iii) Consumers. 
(iv) Other entities with expertise in pedi-

atric quality measures, such as quality im-
provement organizations. 

(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF PORTFOLIO OF MEAS-
URES.—For purposes of developing a portfolio 
of child health quality measures for use by 
States, other purchasers, and providers, an 
organization involved in the advancement of 
consensus on evidence-based measures of 
health care, such as the National Quality 
Forum. 

(C) ESTABLISHMENT OF MEDICAID AND CHIP 
CORE PEDIATRIC QUALITY MEASURES.—For pur-
poses of identifying a core pediatric data set 
that includes specific quality measures for 
Medicaid and CHIP, States, health care pro-
viders, consumers, purchasers, child health 
experts, and public and private organizations 
with experience and expertise in the out-
reach and enrollment of children in public 
and private health insurance programs. 

(4) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR MEDICAID 
AND CHIP PEDIATRIC QUALITY MEASURES.— 

(A) CORE PEDIATRIC DATA SET.—The core 
pediatric data set identified under paragraph 
(3)(C) shall include specific quality measures 
for Medicaid and CHIP, including with re-
spect to at least the following: 

(i) State-specific quality measures for Med-
icaid and CHIP (including State-specific data 
on enrollment and retention of eligible chil-
dren; coordination of Medicaid and CHIP 
children’s coverage; measures of children’s 
access to preventive, acute and chronic care, 
including the availability of providers and 
adequacy of provider payments relative to 
private coverage). 

(ii) Quality measures and data for health 
plans and providers at the State, plan, and 
provider levels of care. 

(B) QUALITY MEASURES.—In identifying 
quality measures for Medicaid and CHIP, the 
Secretary shall— 

(i) identify measures specific to managed 
care plans and providers of primary care case 
management services; 

(ii) build on the core set of quality meas-
ures reported by States as of the date of en-
actment of this Act, including the HEDIS 
measures and evidence-based measures (to 
the extent such measures are available); 

(iii) assure that the measures identified 
are selected from measures that have been 
approved through an independent process 
that includes a broad consensus determined 
by a voluntary, standard setting organiza-
tion, with broad participation by providers, 
patient advocates, health plans, and pur-
chasers; 

(iv) assure that the measures place an em-
phasis on physical and mental conditions for 
which amelioration is necessary to promote 
growth and development; 

(v) assure that the measures are evidence- 
based and risk adjusted; 

(vi) assure that the measures are designed 
to identify and eliminate racial and ethnic 
disparities in the provision of care; 

(vii) assure that the data required for such 
measures is collected and reported in a 
standard format that permits comparison of 
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quality and data at a State, plan, and pro-
vider level; and 

(viii) periodically update such measures. 
(d) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS FOR IMPROV-

ING THE QUALITY OF CHILDREN’S HEALTH CARE 
AND THE USE OF HEALTH INFORMATION TECH-
NOLOGY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award 
grants to States and child health providers 
to conduct demonstration projects to evalu-
ate promising ideas for improving the qual-
ity of children’s health care, including 
projects to— 

(A) experiment with, and evaluate the use 
of, new measures of the quality of children’s 
health care (including testing the validity 
and suitability for reporting of such meas-
ures); 

(B) promote the use of health information 
technology in care delivery for children; or 

(C) evaluate value-based purchasing of 
health care services for children. 

(2) AUTHORITY FOR MULTI-STATE 
PROJECTS.—A demonstration project con-
ducted with a grant awarded under this sub-
section may be conducted on a multi-State 
basis, as needed. 

(e) INCREASED MATCHING RATE FOR COL-
LECTING AND REPORTING ON CHILD HEALTH 
MEASURES.—Section 1903(a)(3)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
1396b(a)(3)(A)), as amended by section 302, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause 
(ii); and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iv) an amount equal to 75 percent of so 
much of the sums expended during such 
quarter (as found necessary by the Secretary 
for the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan) as are attributable to such 
developments or modifications of systems of 
the type described in clause (i) as are nec-
essary for the efficient collection and report-
ing on child health measures; and’’. 

(f) DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL ELECTRONIC 
HEALTH RECORD FOR CHILDREN.—Not later 
than January 1, 2009, the Secretary shall es-
tablish a program to encourage the develop-
ment and dissemination of a model elec-
tronic health record for children. Such 
model electronic health record should be— 

(1) subject to State laws, accessible to par-
ents and other consumers for the sole pur-
pose of demonstrating compliance with 
school or leisure activity requirements, such 
as appropriate immunizations or physicals; 
and 

(2) designed to allow interoperable ex-
changes that conform with Federal and 
State privacy and security requirements. 

(g) DEFINITION OF HEDIS MEASURES.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘HEDIS measures’’ 
means the Health Plan Employer Data and 
Information Set (HEDIS) measures estab-
lished by the National Committee for Qual-
ity Assurance (NCQA). 

(h) APPROPRIATIONS.—Out of any funds in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
there is appropriated for each of fiscal years 
2008 through 2012, $20,000,000 for the purpose 
of carrying out this section. Funds appro-
priated under this subsection shall remain 
available until expended. 

SEC. 602. APPLICATION OF CERTAIN MANAGED 
CARE QUALITY SAFEGUARDS TO 
CHIP. 

Section 2107(e)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1397gg(e)(1)), as 
amended by sections 301(b), 302(b)(2), and 
403(b), is amended by redesignating subpara-
graph (G) as subparagraph (H), and by insert-
ing after subparagraph (F) the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(G) Subsections (a)(5), (b), (c), (d), and (e) 
of section 1932 (relating to requirements for 
managed care).’’. 

TITLE VII—OTHER IMPROVEMENTS 
SEC. 701. STRENGTHENING PREMIUM ASSIST-

ANCE PROGRAMS. 
(a) IMPROVING THE COST-EFFECTIVENESS 

STANDARD.—Section 2105(c)(3) (42 U.S.C. 
1397ee(c)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii) and indenting ap-
propriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘Payment may be made’’ 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the suc-
ceeding provisions of this paragraph, pay-
ment may be made’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) IMPROVEMENTS IN COST-EFFECTIVENESS 
MEASURE.— 

‘‘(i) APPLICATION OF FAMILY-BASED TEST.— 
Coverage described in subparagraph (A) shall 
be deemed cost-effective if the State estab-
lishes to the satisfaction of the Secretary 
that the cost of such coverage is less than 
the expenditures that the State would have 
made to enroll the family in the State child 
health plan. 

‘‘(ii) AGGREGATE PROGRAM OPERATIONAL 
COSTS DO NOT EXCEED THE COST OF PROVIDING 
COVERAGE UNDER THE STATE CHILD HEALTH 
PLAN.—In the case of a State that does not 
establish cost-effectiveness under clause (i), 
payment may not be made under subsection 
(a)(1) for the purchase of any coverage de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) for a family un-
less the State establishes to the satisfaction 
of the Secretary that the aggregate amount 
of expenditures by the State for the purchase 
of all such coverage (including administra-
tive expenditures) does not exceed the aggre-
gate amount of expenditures that the State 
would have made for providing coverage 
under the State child health plan for all such 
families.’’. 

(b) DISCLOSURE OF GROUP HEALTH PLAN 
BENEFITS.—Section 2105(c)(3) (42 U.S.C. 
1397ee(c)(3)), as amended by subsections (a) 
and (b), is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) DISCLOSURE OF GROUP HEALTH PLAN 
BENEFITS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the plan administrator of a 
group health plan in which participants or 
beneficiaries are covered under a State plan 
under title XIX or this title, shall disclose to 
the State, upon request, information about 
the benefits available under the group health 
plan in sufficient specificity so that the 
State may determine— 

‘‘(i) whether purchasing coverage for the 
participant or beneficiary under the group 
health plan meets the cost-effectiveness 
standard applied under subparagraph (B); 
and 

‘‘(ii) what additional benefits and cost- 
sharing assistance must be provided to en-
sure that the participant or beneficiary re-
ceives through the provision of additional 
benefits by the State, benefits that are 
equivalent to the coverage that would be 
provided to such participant or beneficiary 
under such State plan.’’. 

(c) APPROVAL OF SECTION 1115 WAIVERS FOR 
PREMIUM ASSISTANCE.—Section 1115 (42 
U.S.C. 1315) is amended by inserting after 
subsection (c), the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) In approving a request by a State for 
an experimental, pilot, or demonstration 
project under this section with respect to the 
purchase of private insurance for individuals 
eligible for assistance under title XIX or 
XXI, the Secretary shall not waive compli-
ance with requirements of such titles or 
treat expenditures under the project as ex-
penditures under the State plans approved 
under such titles unless the State dem-
onstrates both of the following: 

‘‘(1) The fact that an individual is enrolled 
in a group health plan or an insurance plan 

purchased on the individual market shall not 
change the individual’s eligibility for assist-
ance under the such State plans. 

‘‘(2) The cost to the Federal Government 
and State of purchasing private insurance 
for the individual (including administrative 
costs), as well as any additional costs in-
curred in providing items and services cov-
ered under such State plans but not through 
the private insurance for such individual, 
does not exceed, on an average per individual 
basis, the cost of providing coverage to the 
individual directly under such State plans.’’. 

(d) GAO STUDY AND REPORT.—Not later 
than January 1, 2009, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States shall study cost 
and coverage issues relating to State pre-
mium assistance programs for which Federal 
matching payments are made under title 
XIX or XXI of the Social Security Act and 
submit a report to Congress on the results of 
such study. 
SEC. 702. PERMITTING COVERAGE OF CHILDREN 

OF EMPLOYEES OF A PUBLIC AGEN-
CY IN THE STATE. 

Section 2110(b) (42 U.S.C. 1397jj(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (5),’’ before ‘‘a 
child’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) EXCEPTIONS TO EXCLUSION OF CHILDREN 
OF EMPLOYEES OF A PUBLIC AGENCY IN THE 
STATE.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A child shall not be con-
sidered to be described in paragraph (2)(B) 
if— 

‘‘(i) the public agency that employs a 
member of the child’s family to which such 
paragraph applies satisfies subparagraph (B); 
or 

‘‘(ii) subparagraph (C) applies to such 
child. 

‘‘(B) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT WITH RESPECT 
TO PER PERSON AGENCY CONTRIBUTION FOR 
FAMILY COVERAGE.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A)(i), a public agency satisfies this 
subparagraph if the amount of annual agen-
cy expenditures made on behalf of each em-
ployee enrolled in health coverage paid for 
by the agency that includes dependent cov-
erage for the most recent State fiscal year is 
not less than the amount of such expendi-
tures made by the agency for the 1997 State 
fiscal year, increased by the percentage in-
crease in the medical care expenditure cat-
egory of the Consumer Price Index for All- 
Urban Consumers (all items: U.S. City Aver-
age) for such preceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(C) HARDSHIP EXCEPTION.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A)(ii), this subparagraph ap-
plies to a child if the State determines, on a 
case-by-case basis, that the annual aggregate 
amount of premiums and cost-sharing im-
posed for coverage of the family of the child 
would exceed 5 percent of such family’s in-
come for the year involved.’’. 
SEC. 703. IMPROVING DATA COLLECTION. 

(a) INCREASED APPROPRIATION.—Section 
2109(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1397ii(b)(2)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘$10,000,000 for fiscal year 2000’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$20,000,000 for fiscal year 
2008’’. 

(b) USE OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS.—Section 
2109(b) (42 U.S.C. 1397ii(b)), as amended by 
subsection (a), is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1), the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In addi-
tion to making the adjustments required to 
produce the data described in paragraph (1), 
with respect to data collection occurring for 
fiscal years beginning with fiscal year 2008, 
in appropriate consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, the 
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Secretary of Commerce shall do the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(A) Make appropriate adjustments to the 
Current Population Survey to develop more 
accurate State-specific estimates of the 
number of children enrolled in health cov-
erage under title XIX or this title. 

‘‘(B) Make appropriate adjustments to the 
Current Population Survey to improve the 
survey estimates used to compile the State- 
specific and national number of low-income 
children without health insurance for pur-
poses of sections 1905(y)(2)(A)(i), 
2106(b)(3)(B)(iii)(I), and 2104(i)(3)(D)(i). 

‘‘(C) Assist in the incorporation of health 
insurance survey information in the Amer-
ican Community Survey related to children. 

‘‘(D) Assess whether American Community 
Survey estimates, once such survey data are 
first available, produce more reliable esti-
mates than the Current Population Survey 
for purposes of section 2104(i)(3)(D)(i). 

‘‘(E) Recommend to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services whether Amer-
ican Community Survey estimates should be 
used for purposes of 2104(i)(3)(D)(i). 

‘‘(F) Continue making the adjustments de-
scribed in the last sentence of paragraph (1) 
with respect to expansion of the sample size 
used in State sampling units, the number of 
sampling units in a State, and using an ap-
propriate verification element.’’. 
SEC. 704. MORATORIUM ON APPLICATION OF 

PERM REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO 
ELIGIBILITY REVIEWS DURING PE-
RIOD OF INDEPENDENT STUDY AND 
REPORT. 

(a) MORATORIUM.—Notwithstanding parts 
431 and 457 of title 42, Code of Federal Regu-
lations, or any other provision of law, except 
as provided in paragraph (2), during the pe-
riod that begins on the date of enactment of 
this Act and ends on the final effective date 
for the regulations required under subsection 
(c), the Secretary shall not apply the pay-
ment error rate measurement (PERM) re-
quirements related to eligibility reviews im-
posed under such parts with respect to Med-
icaid or CHIP. 

(b) STUDY AND REPORT.— 
(1) INSTITUTE OF MEDICINE STUDY.—The Sec-

retary shall enter into a contract with the 
Institute of Medicine of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences (in this section referred to 
as the ‘‘Institute’’) to conduct an inde-
pendent study of the payment error rate 
measurement (PERM) requirements related 
to eligibility reviews imposed under parts 431 
and 457 of title 42, Code of Federal Regula-
tions with respect to Medicaid and CHIP and 
established in accordance with the Improper 
Payments Information Act of 2002 (Public 
Law 107–300). Such study shall examine and 
develop recommendations for modifying such 
requirements in order to— 

(A) minimize the administrative cost bur-
den on States under Medicaid and CHIP; 

(B) avoid inadvertent error findings with 
respect to such programs despite compliance 
with Federal and State policies and proce-
dures in effect as of the date of the submis-
sion of the claim or action that led to such 
finding; 

(C) maintain State flexibility to manage 
such programs; and 

(D) ensure that such requirements do not 
interfere with State efforts to simplify appli-
cation and renewal procedures that increase 
enrollment in Medicaid and CHIP and do not 
reduce beneficiary participation in such pro-
grams. 

(2) SUPPORT.—The Secretary shall provide 
the Institute with any relevant data avail-
able to the Secretary during the period in 
which the study required under paragraph (1) 
is conducted. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than the date that 
is 18 months after the date of enactment of 

this Act, the Institute shall submit to the 
Secretary and Congress a report on the re-
sults of the study conducted under this sub-
section. 

(c) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 6 months 
after the date on which the report required 
under subsection (b)(3) has been submitted to 
the Secretary, the Secretary, after taking 
into consideration the recommendations 
contained in the report, shall promulgate 
such regulations revising the PERM require-
ments as the Secretary determines are ap-
propriate. 

(d) APPROPRIATIONS.—Out of any funds in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, 
there is appropriated for fiscal year 2008 such 
sums as may be necessary for the purpose of 
carrying out this section, not to exceed 
$1,000,000. Funds appropriated under this sub-
section shall remain available until ex-
pended. 
SEC. 705. ELIMINATION OF CONFUSING PRO-

GRAM REFERENCES. 
Section 704 of the Medicare, Medicaid, and 

SCHIP Balanced Budget Refinement Act of 
1999, as enacted into law by division B of 
Public Law 106–113 (113 Stat. 1501A–402) is re-
pealed. 

TITLE VIII—EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 801. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Unless otherwise pro-
vided, subject to subsection (b), the amend-
ments made by this Act shall take effect on 
October 1, 2007, and shall apply to child 
health assistance and medical assistance 
provided on or after that date without regard 
to whether or not final regulations to carry 
out such amendments have been promul-
gated by such date. 

(b) EXCEPTION FOR STATE LEGISLATION.—In 
the case of a State plan under title XIX or 
XXI of the Social Security Act, which the 
Secretary determines requires State legisla-
tion in order for the plan to meet the addi-
tional requirements imposed by an amend-
ment made by this Act, the State plan shall 
not be regarded as failing to comply with the 
requirements of such Act solely on the basis 
of its failure to meet these additional re-
quirements before the first day of the first 
calendar quarter beginning after the close of 
the first regular session of the State legisla-
ture that begins after the date of enactment 
of this Act. For purposes of the preceding 
sentence, in the case of a State that has a 2- 
year legislative session, each year of the ses-
sion shall be considered to be a separate reg-
ular session of the State legislature. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself and 
Mr. OBAMA): 

S. 1228. A bill to amend section 485(f) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 re-
garding law enforcement emergencies; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the REORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1228 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Campus Law 
Enforcement Emergency Response Act of 
2007’’. 
SEC. 2. LAW ENFORCEMENT EMERGENCIES. 

Section 485(f) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1092(f)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (9) through 
(15) as paragraphs (10) through (16), respec-
tively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(9)(A) Each institution of higher edu-
cation participating in any program under 
this title shall develop and distribute as part 
of the report described in paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(i) a statement of policy regarding the in-
stitution’s law enforcement emergency re-
sponse program; and 

‘‘(ii) statistics concerning the occurrence 
of law enforcement emergencies on the cam-
pus of the institution. 

‘‘(B) In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) The term ‘campus’ has the meaning 

given the term in paragraph 6(A)(i), except 
that the term includes— 

‘‘(I) a noncampus building or property, as 
defined in paragraph (6)(A)(ii), of an institu-
tion of higher education; and 

‘‘(II) any public property, as defined in 
paragraph (6)(A)(iii), of an institution of 
higher education. 

‘‘(ii) The term ‘law enforcement emer-
gency’ means a shooting, the presence of an 
armed and dangerous person, a bomb threat, 
the presence of an unauthorized hazardous or 
toxic material that poses a threat to health 
and safety, a lock-down, a reverse evacu-
ation, or any other comparable type of inci-
dent, on the campus of an institution of 
higher education, that involves the partici-
pation of one or more law enforcement agen-
cies. 

‘‘(C) The policy described in subparagraph 
(A) shall address the following: 

‘‘(i) Procedures students, employees, and 
others on the campus of the institution will 
be directed to follow if a law enforcement 
emergency occurs. 

‘‘(ii) Procedures the institution and law en-
forcement agencies will follow to inform stu-
dents, employees, and others on the campus 
of the institution about a law enforcement 
emergency on the campus and will follow to 
direct the actions of the students, employ-
ees, and others. Such procedures may include 
e-mail alerts, telephone alerts, text-message 
alerts, radio announcements, television 
alerts, audible alert signals, and public ad-
dress announcements. 

‘‘(D) Each institution participating in any 
program under this title shall test the insti-
tution’s law enforcement emergency re-
sponse policy and procedures on at least an 
annual basis. 

‘‘(E) Each institution participating in any 
program under this title shall make reports 
to the students, employees, and others on 
the campus of the institution, not later than 
30 minutes after the discovery of a law en-
forcement emergency on the campus, 
through the procedures described in subpara-
graph (C)(ii). 

‘‘(F) The Secretary and the Attorney Gen-
eral shall jointly have the authority— 

‘‘(i) to review, monitor, and ensure compli-
ance with this paragraph; 

‘‘(ii) to advise institutions of higher edu-
cation on model law enforcement emergency 
response policies, procedures, and practices; 
and 

‘‘(iii) to disseminate information con-
cerning those policies, procedures, and prac-
tices. 

‘‘(G) CAMPUS LAW ENFORCEMENT EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE GRANTS.— 

‘‘(i) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may make grants to institutions of higher 
education or consortia of such institutions, 
or enter into contracts with such institu-
tions, consortia, and other organizations, to 
develop, implement, operate, improve, test, 
or disseminate campus law enforcement 
emergency response policies, procedures, or 
programs. 
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‘‘(ii) AWARDS.—Grants and contracts under 

this subparagraph shall be awarded— 
‘‘(I) on a competitive basis; and 
‘‘(II) for a period not to exceed 1 year. 
‘‘(iii) APPLICATIONS.—An institution of 

higher education, a consortium, or an orga-
nization that desires to receive a grant or 
enter into a contract under this subpara-
graph shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing or accompanied by such informa-
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire by regulation. 

‘‘(iv) PARTICIPATION.—In awarding grants 
and contracts under this subparagraph, the 
Secretary shall make every effort to en-
sure— 

‘‘(I) the equitable participation of institu-
tions of higher education that are eligible to 
participate in programs under this title; 

‘‘(II) the equitable geographic participa-
tion of such institutions; and 

‘‘(III) the equitable participation of such 
institutions with large and small enroll-
ments. 

‘‘(v) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subparagraph $5,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2008 and such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal 
years.’’. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Campus Law 
Enforcement Emergency Response Act 
of 2007. This legislation takes several 
important steps to enhance the secu-
rity of college and university cam-
puses, including ensuring that schools 
have created and tested emergency re-
sponse procedures and notification sys-
tems. 

We will never forget the tragic events 
at Virginia Tech on April 16, 2007, when 
a mentally ill gunman brutally mur-
dered 32 men and women over a period 
of several hours. This horrible incident 
demonstrated the need for colleges and 
universities to develop and test proce-
dures for responding to emergency sit-
uations that pose a large-scale threat 
to public safety. In the era we live in 
today, college campuses may be viewed 
as inviting targets for those who seek 
to terrorize or kill. We have to be pre-
pared for the possibility of mass-cas-
ualty attacks on our college campuses, 
and we have to be ready to respond to 
them if they occur. 

Many schools in my home State of Il-
linois and elsewhere have taken meas-
ures, both before and after the Virginia 
Tech shootings, to safeguard against 
such emergency incidents. However, 
there are nearly 4,300 colleges and uni-
versities in the country, serving over 17 
million students and millions more fac-
ulty, staff and campus visitors each 
year. We need to ensure that all of 
these institutions have effective law 
enforcement emergency response pro-
cedures in place, and we need to pro-
vide guidance and assistance for 
schools that need it. 

The Campus Law Enforcement Emer-
gency Response Act would ensure that 
institutions of higher education meet 
baseline preparedness and testing re-
quirements for law enforcement emer-
gencies. The bill would expand the 
focus of the Clery Act, an existing law 
that requires colleges and universities 

to issue annual reports on campus 
crime and crime security measures, to 
cover ‘‘law enforcement emergency’’ 
situations. The term ‘‘law enforcement 
emergency’’ as defined in the bill 
would include situations that occur on 
a college campus that involve a law en-
forcement response and that pose a po-
tential threat of continuing danger. 
Such situations would include ‘‘a 
shooting, the presence of an armed and 
dangerous person, a bomb threat, the 
presence of an unauthorized hazardous 
or toxic material that poses a threat to 
health and safety, a lock-down, a re-
verse evacuation, or any other com-
parable type of incident on the 
campus . . . that involves the partici-
pation of one or more law enforcement 
agencies.’’ Because of the threat of 
large-scale dangers that these types of 
emergency incidents pose to the cam-
pus community, additional prepara-
tions should be made for them. 

First, the bill would require higher 
education institutions to develop and 
distribute policies regarding the insti-
tution’s law enforcement emergency 
response program. These policies would 
have to specify the procedures students 
and employees should follow if a law 
enforcement emergency occurs and the 
procedures that the school and its part-
ner law enforcement agencies would 
follow to inform and guide students 
and employees in case of such an emer-
gency. Under this bill, schools are en-
couraged to establish notification pro-
cedures such as e-mail alerts, tele-
phone alerts, text-message alerts, radio 
announcements, television alerts, audi-
ble alert signals, and public address an-
nouncements. 

The bill would also require institu-
tions to test their law enforcement 
emergency response procedures at least 
annually. Such testing is crucial for 
ensuring the efficient and effective co-
ordination of law enforcement response 
activities with the actions of those on 
campus. 

In addition, this legislation would re-
quire institutions to provide notice to 
the campus community through its no-
tification procedures no later than 30 
minutes after the discovery of a law 
enforcement emergency. Many have 
pointed out that over 2 hours passed 
between the discovery of the first 
shootings on the Virginia Tech campus 
and the initial threat notification to 
the Virginia Tech community. In the 
interim period, the Virginia Tech gun-
man moved across campus and shot 
many more victims. A 30-minute noti-
fication requirement provides enough 
time for law enforcement agencies to 
assess an emergency situation and to 
issue, at minimum, an alert notifying 
the campus community about the pos-
sibility of further danger. 

The bill would give the Departments 
of Education and Justice joint author-
ity to review, monitor, and ensure 
compliance with the bill’s require-
ments. Given the Department of Jus-
tices experience in dealing with law en-
forcement emergencies, joint authority 

and coordination with the Department 
of Education will provide a significant 
benefit to schools. Additionally, the 
bill would authorize the Education and 
Justice Departments to advise schools 
on model law enforcement emergency 
response procedures and to disseminate 
information about these procedures. 
The bill would further require schools 
to report statistics on the actual oc-
currence of law enforcement emer-
gencies at each school. 

Finally, the bill would create a com-
petitive grant program, to be adminis-
tered by the Department of Education, 
to help institutions develop, imple-
ment, operate, improve, test, and dis-
seminate campus law enforcement 
emergency response programs. The pro-
gram would be authorized for 5 years, 
at $5 million for the first year and for 
such sums as may be necessary there-
after. 

The tragedy at Virginia Tech should 
cause us to reassess numerous laws in 
an effort to prevent such tragedies 
from happening in the future. We need 
to reevaluate the State and Federal 
laws that allowed a man to purchase 
guns and ammunition despite a prior 
determination of mental illness by a 
court. We need to take a hard look at 
mental health in this country and to 
craft policies that identify and provide 
support for those with signs of mental 
illness. We must also work to strength-
en the security of our primary and sec-
ondary schools in order to safeguard 
against shootings and other dangerous 
incidents on those school grounds. 
These issues will be the subject of dis-
cussions in the days to come, and en-
hancing the preparedness of our college 
campuses for law enforcement emer-
gencies must be a part of those discus-
sions as well. 

Sadly, we cannot guarantee that a 
mass tragedy will never occur again on 
an American campus. But it is impera-
tive that the Government, law enforce-
ment agencies, and school administra-
tions work together to guard against 
mass-casualty threats as best we can 
and to be ready to respond if they 
occur. The Campus Law Enforcement 
Emergency Response Act will help en-
sure that those who live, work, and 
study at our colleges and universities 
can do so more safely. I urge the Con-
gress to pass this important and crit-
ical legislation. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 1230. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a re-
fundable credit for contributions to 
qualified tuition programs; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce the College Saver’s Credit 
Act, a bill designed to open the dream 
of higher education to many more 
Americans. 

Few choices in life have the eco-
nomic consequence as the decision to 
enter college. Compare college-edu-
cated workers to their high-school-edu-
cated peers: those with a college di-
ploma will earn $1 million more over 
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the course of a lifetime than their 
peers without one. That million-dollar 
difference lays bare the power in col-
lege access. 

And yet there are literally hundreds 
of thousands of young men and women 
who want to choose a college edu-
cation, and cannot. These young men 
and women are prepared to enter into 
our college-educated middle class—pre-
pared in intellect, prepared in matu-
rity, prepared in ambition—and are 
shut out by the cost of tuition. 

This year, 400,000 high school seniors 
whose families have low or moderate 
incomes will be priced out of college. 
Of those, nearly 200,000 will never at-
tend college at all. They will lose their 
chance at higher education, and as a 
consequence, they will face almost 
twice the odds of unemployment. 

And unless we take action, the num-
ber of excluded Americans is only like-
ly to increase. Over the past 10 years, 
the cost of attending a 4-year public 
college has increased by more than 
$2,800, or 96 percent, and the cost of at-
tending a four-year private college has 
increased by more than $9,000, or 71 
percent. These costs continue to rise 
today. 

We must take steps to break down 
these barriers to access, starting by 
making it easier for families to save 
for higher education. The refundable 
College Saver’s Credit created by this 
act would do just that—even as it 
boosts personal and national savings, 
at a time when these rates are setting 
new lows. It would provide a powerful 
complement to the other forms of fi-
nancial aid available to students, 
which, I might add, we should also con-
tinue to work to strengthen. 

The College Saver’s Credit would be 
available to low- and moderate-income 
taxpayers who save in Section 529 col-
lege savings plans: specifically, to joint 
filers making up to $60,000, heads of 
households making up to $45,000, and 
all other taxpayers making up to 
$30,000, with all numbers indexed for in-
flation. In other words, the credit is de-
signed to provide the greatest benefit 
to those who have the greatest dif-
ficulty affording college. 

Taxpayers could claim a 50 percent 
credit for Section 529 plan contribu-
tions, up to a maximum credit of $2,000. 
The College Saver’s Credit would be 
fully refundable—meaning that even 
taxpayers who do not make enough 
money to have a high tax liability 
would be eligible to claim the credit’s 
full value—provided that the refunded 
amount is put towards qualified higher 
educational expenses. Any refund 
would be deposited directly and auto-
matically into the taxpayer’s or tax-
payer’s beneficiary’s designated 529 
college savings plan, taking advantage 
of the IRS’s new ‘‘split refund’’ option. 
Funds attributable to refunds from the 
College Saver’s Credit could accumu-
late earnings tax-free (like the rest of 
the taxpayer’s savings in a 529 plan), 
but may only be distributed to pay col-
lege costs—otherwise, they must be re-
turned to the Treasury. 

In his budget this year, President 
Bush proposed expanding the Saver’s 
Credit for retirement savings to sec-
tion 529 college savings plans. Estab-
lishing the refundable College Saver’s 
Credit would accomplish this goal in a 
way that provides the greatest value to 
those Americans who need it most. 

And in doing that, this bill accom-
plishes two worthy, and linked, goals: 
It encourages Americans to plan and 
prepare for the future; and it truly wid-
ens the doors to college. 

Savings and education: They are pil-
lars of our prosperity—prosperity that 
will grow even as it is shared more 
widely. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1230 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘College Sav-
er’s Credit Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. COLLEGE SAVER’S CREDIT. 

(a) ALLOWANCE OF REFUNDABLE CREDIT.— 
Subpart C of part IV of subchapter A of chap-
ter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to refundable credits) is amended by 
redesignating section 36 as section 37 and by 
inserting after section 35 the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 36. COLLEGE SAVER’S CREDIT. 

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 
an eligible individual, there shall be allowed 
as a credit against the tax imposed by this 
subtitle for the taxable year an amount 
equal to 50 percent of so much of the quali-
fied college savings contributions made dur-
ing the taxable year as do not exceed $2,000. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) LIMITATION BASED ON MODIFIED AD-

JUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount which 

would (but for this paragraph) be taken into 
account under subsection (a) for the taxable 
year shall be reduced (but not below zero) by 
the amount determined under subparagraph 
(B). 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF REDUCTION.—The amount 
determined under this subparagraph is the 
amount which bears the same ratio to the 
amount which would be so taken into ac-
count as— 

‘‘(i) the excess of— 
‘‘(I) the taxpayer’s modified adjusted gross 

income for the taxable year, over 
‘‘(II) the applicable amount, bears to 
‘‘(ii) the phaseout amount. 
‘‘(C) APPLICABLE AMOUNT; PHASEOUT 

AMOUNT.—For purposes of subparagraph (B), 
the applicable amount and the phaseout 
amount shall be determined as follows: 

The ap-
plicable 
amount 

is: 

The 
phase out 
amount 

is: 

In the case of a joint 
return ..................... $60,000 $10,000 

In the case of a head 
of household ........... $45,000 $7,500 

In any other case ...... $30,000 $5,000 

‘‘(D) MODIFIED ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.— 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘modified adjusted gross income’ means the 
adjusted gross income of the taxpayer for the 

taxable year increased by any amount ex-
cluded from gross income under section 911, 
931, or 933. 

‘‘(E) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case 
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar 
year after 2008, each of the applicable 
amounts in the second column of the table in 
subparagraph (C) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to— 

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2007’ 
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 

Any increase determined under the preceding 
sentence shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $500. 

‘‘(2) EARNED INCOME LIMITATION.—The 
amount of the credit allowable under sub-
section (a) to any taxpayer for any taxable 
year shall not exceed the earned income (as 
defined by section 32(c)(2)) of such taxpayer 
for such taxable year. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes of 
this section— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible indi-
vidual’ means any individual if such indi-
vidual has attained the age of 18 as of the 
close of the taxable year. 

‘‘(2) DEPENDENTS NOT ELIGIBLE.—The term 
‘eligible individual’ shall not include any in-
dividual with respect to whom a deduction 
under section 151 is allowed to another tax-
payer for a taxable year beginning in the cal-
endar year in which such individual’s taxable 
year begins. 

‘‘(d) QUALIFIED COLLEGE SAVINGS CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—The term ‘qualified college savings 
contributions’ means, with respect to any 
taxable year, the aggregate contributions 
made by the taxpayer to any account 
which— 

‘‘(1) is described in section 529(b)(1)(A)(ii), 
‘‘(2) is part of a qualified tuition program, 

and 
‘‘(3) is established for the benefit of— 
‘‘(A) the taxpayer, 
‘‘(B) the taxpayer’s spouse, or 
‘‘(C) any dependent of the taxpayer with 

respect to whom the taxpayer is allowed a 
deduction under section 151. 

‘‘(e) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY DE-
PENDENT.—If a deduction under section 151 
with respect to an individual is allowed to 
another taxpayer for a taxable year begin-
ning in the calendar year in which such indi-
vidual’s taxable year begins— 

‘‘(1) no credit shall be allowed under sub-
section (a) to such individual for such indi-
vidual’s taxable year, and 

‘‘(2) any qualified college savings contribu-
tions made by such individual during such 
taxable year shall be treated for purposes of 
this section as made by such other tax-
payer.’’. 

(b) REFUNDABLE AMOUNT CREDITED TO 
QUALIFIED TUITION PLAN.— 

(1) TRANSFER OF REFUND TO QUALIFIED TUI-
TION PLANS.—Section 6402 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to authority 
to make credits or refunds) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(l) SPECIAL RULE FOR OVERPAYMENTS AT-
TRIBUTABLE TO COLLEGE SAVER’S CREDIT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any over-
payment attributable to the credit allowed 
under section 36, the Secretary shall transfer 
such amount to the qualified tuition pro-
gram to which the taxpayer made a qualified 
college savings contribution. 

‘‘(2) TRANSFERS TO MORE THAN 1 QUALIFIED 
TUITION PROGRAM.—If the taxpayer made 
qualified college savings contributions to 
more than 1 qualified tuition program, the 
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Secretary shall transfer the overpayment de-
scribed in paragraph (1) to each such quali-
fied tuition program in an amount that bears 
the same ratio to the amount of such over-
payment as— 

‘‘(A) the amount of qualified college sav-
ings contributions made by such taxpayer to 
such qualified tuition program, bears to 

‘‘(B) the amount of qualified college sav-
ings contribution made by such taxpayer to 
all qualified tuition programs. 

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED COLLEGE SAVINGS CONTRIBU-
TION.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘qualified college savings contribution’ 
has the meaning given such term by section 
36(d).’’. 

(2) SEPARATE ACCOUNTING FOR REFUNDABLE 
AMOUNTS.—Section 529 of such Code is 
amended by redesignating subsection (f) as 
subsection (g) and by inserting after sub-
section (e) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULES FOR CONTRIBUTIONS AT-
TRIBUTABLE TO COLLEGE SAVER’S CREDIT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A program shall not be 
treated as a qualified tuition program unless 
it provides separate accounting for contribu-
tions transferred by the Secretary under sec-
tion 6402(l) to an account in the program. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR DISTRIBUTION.—In 
the case of a distribution under a qualified 
tuition program which includes any amount 
transferred by the Secretary under section 
6402(l) (including any earnings attributable 
to such amount) and which is includible in 
gross income, the tax imposed by this chap-
ter on the person receiving such distribution 
shall be increased by 100 percent of the 
amount so includible. 

‘‘(3) ORDERING RULES.—For purposes of ap-
plying this subsection to any distribution 
from a qualified tuition program— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), such distribution shall be 
treated as made— 

‘‘(i) first from amounts contributed under 
the program, and 

‘‘(ii) second from amounts transferred by 
the Secretary under section 6402(l). 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR DISTRIBUTIONS FOR 
QUALIFIED HIGHER EDUCATION EXPENSES.—In 
the case of a distribution described in sub-
section (c)(3), such distribution shall be 
treated as made— 

‘‘(i) first from amounts transferred by the 
Secretary under section 6402(l), and 

‘‘(ii) second from other amounts contrib-
uted under the program.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 1324(b)(2) of title 31, United 

States Code, is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end ‘‘, or enacted by the 
College Saver’s Credit Act of 2007’’. 

(2) The table of sections for subpart C of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 36 and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘Sec. 36. College saver’s credit. 
‘‘Sec. 37. Overpayments of tax.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2007. 
SEC. 3. DISTRIBUTION OF FINANCIAL EDUCATION 

MATERIALS TO INDIVIDUALS IN-
VESTING IN QUALIFIED TUITION 
PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
529 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(7) FINANCIAL EDUCATION MATERIALS.—A 
program shall not be treated as a qualified 
tuition program unless it requires that fi-
nancial education materials are distributed 
to individuals participating in the pro-
gram.’’. 

(b) GUIDANCE.—Subsection (g) of section 529 
of such Code, as redesignated by this Act, is 

amended by inserting ‘‘and regulations pro-
viding guidance on the types of financial 
education material required to be provided 
under subsection (b)(7)’’ before the period at 
the end. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. STUDY ON PARTICIPATION IN QUALIFIED 

TUITION PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall conduct a study on the par-
ticipation of individuals in qualified tuition 
programs under section 529 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(b) MATTER STUDIED.—The study conducted 
under subsection (a) shall consider— 

(1) the income and age of individuals par-
ticipating in qualified tuition programs, and 

(2) the amount of fees charged under each 
qualified tuition program established or 
maintained by a State (or agency or instru-
mentality thereof). 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall submit to 
Congress a report on the study conducted 
under subsection (a). 

By Mr. REED: 
S. 1231. A bill to amend part A of 

title II of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 to enhance teacher training and 
teacher preparation programs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing the Preparing, Recruiting, 
and Retaining Education Professionals 
(PRREP) Act to improve education and 
student achievement through high- 
quality preparation, induction, and 
professional development for teachers, 
early childhood education providers, 
principals, and administrators. 

Improving teacher quality is the sin-
gle most effective measure we can take 
to increase student achievement. As 
Congress turns to the reauthorization 
of the Higher Education Act, we must 
ensure that educators receive the 
training and support necessary to 
thrive in our nation’s early childhood 
programs, elementary schools, and sec-
ondary schools. We have an oppor-
tunity to support the development of 
educators so they not only have the 
credentials to be considered a ‘‘highly 
qualified teacher’’ under the No Child 
Left Behind Act, but also the skills and 
training to be truly effective in the 
classroom. By strengthening the teach-
er preparation grants in Title II of the 
Higher Education Act, my legislation 
will accomplish both of these impor-
tant goals. 

Teacher attrition undermines teach-
er quality and creates teacher short-
ages. According to the National Com-
mission on Teaching and America’s Fu-
ture, one-third of beginning teachers 
leave the profession within three years, 
and nearly one-half leave within five 
years. In high poverty schools turnover 
rates are even worse—approximately 
one-third higher than the rate for all 
teachers. The PRREP Act would create 
a year-long clinical learning experience 
for prospective teachers, and establish 
a comprehensive induction program, 

including high quality mentoring, for 
new teachers in at least their first two 
years of teaching. Research consist-
ently shows that induction programs 
reduce the number of teachers who 
leave their schools or the profession. 
Comprehensive induction programs can 
cut that number by half or more. 

Additionally, my legislation 
strengthens teacher preparation pro-
grams so that teachers will reach their 
maximum potential to positively affect 
student achievement. A focus on sci-
entific knowledge of effective teaching 
skills and methods of student learning 
will equip teachers to understand and 
respond to diverse student populations, 
including students with disabilities, 
limited-English proficient students, 
and students with different learning 
styles or special learning needs. The 
legislation also seeks to ensure that 
teachers have the ability to integrate 
technology into the classroom, use as-
sessments to improve instructional 
practices and curriculum, and commu-
nicate with and involve parents in 
their children’s education. 

My legislation further focuses on 
teaching skills and learning strategies 
by including in the partnership grants 
academic departments such as psy-
chology, human development, or one 
with comparable expertise in the dis-
ciplines of teaching, learning, and child 
and adolescent development. The 
PRREP Act also would include early 
childhood educators for the first time 
in teacher preparation programs. 

Teacher preparation grants under 
Title II of the Higher Education Act 
are currently funded at only $60 mil-
lion a year—far too small of an invest-
ment for this critical enterprise. The 
stakes are too high, not just in terms 
of meeting the highly qualified require-
ments of the No Child Left Behind Act, 
but also for real students in real class-
rooms. My bill significantly boosts this 
funding, authorizing $500 million for 
these vital programs. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this legislation and work for its inclu-
sion in the reauthorization of the High-
er Education Act. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of this legislation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1231 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Preparing, 
Recruiting, and Retaining Education Profes-
sionals Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES; DEFINITIONS. 

Section 201 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1021) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 201. PURPOSES; DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this part 
are to— 

‘‘(1) improve student achievement; 
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‘‘(2) improve the quality of the current and 

future teaching force by improving the prep-
aration of prospective teachers and enhanc-
ing ongoing professional development activi-
ties; 

‘‘(3) encourage partnerships among institu-
tions of higher education, early childhood 
education programs, elementary schools or 
secondary schools, local educational agen-
cies, State educational agencies, teacher or-
ganizations, and nonprofit educational orga-
nizations; 

‘‘(4) hold institutions of higher education 
and all other teacher preparation programs 
(including programs that provide alternative 
routes to teacher preparation) accountable 
in an equivalent manner for preparing— 

‘‘(A) teachers who have strong teaching 
skills, are highly qualified, and are trained 
in the effective uses of technology in the 
classroom; and 

‘‘(B) early childhood education providers 
who are highly competent; 

‘‘(5) recruit and retain qualified individ-
uals, including individuals from other occu-
pations, into the teaching force for early 
childhood education programs or in elemen-
tary schools or secondary schools; 

‘‘(6) improve the recruitment, retention, 
and capacities of principals to provide in-
structional leadership and to support teach-
ers in maintaining safe and effective learn-
ing environments; 

‘‘(7) expand the use of research to improve 
teaching and learning by teachers, early 
childhood education providers, principals, 
and faculty; and 

‘‘(8) enhance the ability of teachers, early 
childhood education providers, principals, 
administrators, and faculty to communicate 
with, work with, and involve parents in ways 
that improve student achievement. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this part: 
‘‘(1) ARTS AND SCIENCES.—The term ‘arts 

and sciences’ means— 
‘‘(A) when referring to an organizational 

unit of an institution of higher education, 
any academic unit that offers 1 or more aca-
demic majors in disciplines or content areas 
corresponding to the academic subject mat-
ter areas in which teachers provide instruc-
tion; and 

‘‘(B) when referring to a specific academic 
subject matter area, the disciplines or con-
tent areas in which academic majors are of-
fered by the arts and science organizational 
unit. 

‘‘(2) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PRO-
GRAM.—The term ‘early childhood education 
program’ means a family child care program, 
center-based child care program, prekinder-
garten program, school program, or other 
out-of-home child care program that is li-
censed or regulated by the State serving 2 or 
more unrelated children from birth until 
school entry, or a Head Start program car-
ried out under the Head Start Act or an 
Early Head Start program carried out under 
section 645A of that Act. 

‘‘(3) EXEMPLARY TEACHER.—The term ‘ex-
emplary teacher’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 9101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

‘‘(4) FACULTY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘faculty’ 

means individuals in institutions of higher 
education who are responsible for preparing 
teachers. 

‘‘(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘faculty’ in-
cludes professors of education and professors 
in academic disciplines such as the arts and 
sciences, psychology, and human develop-
ment. 

‘‘(5) HIGH-NEED LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
CY.—The term ‘high-need local educational 
agency’ means a local educational agency 
that serves an early childhood education pro-

gram, elementary school, or secondary 
school located in an area in which— 

‘‘(A)(i) 15 percent or more of the students 
served by the agency are from families with 
incomes below the poverty line; 

‘‘(ii) there are more than 5,000 students 
served by the agency from families with in-
comes below the poverty line; or 

‘‘(iii) there are less than 600 students in av-
erage daily attendance in all the schools 
that are served by the agency and all of 
whose schools are designated with a school 
locale code of 7 or 8, as determined by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(B)(i) there is a high percentage of teach-
ers who are not highly qualified; or 

‘‘(ii) there is a chronic shortage, or annual 
turnover rate of 20 percent or more, of highly 
qualified teachers. 

‘‘(6) HIGH-NEED SCHOOL.—The term ‘high- 
need school’ means an early childhood edu-
cation program, public elementary school, or 
public secondary school— 

‘‘(A)(i) in which there is a high concentra-
tion of students from families with incomes 
below the poverty line; or 

‘‘(ii) that, in the case of a public elemen-
tary school or public secondary school, is 
identified as in need of school improvement 
or corrective action pursuant to section 1116 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965; and 

‘‘(B) in which there exists— 
‘‘(i) in the case of a public elementary 

school or public secondary school, a per-
sistent and chronic shortage, or annual turn-
over rate of 20 percent or more, of highly 
qualified teachers; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of an early childhood edu-
cation program, a persistent and chronic 
shortage of early childhood education pro-
viders who are highly competent. 

‘‘(7) HIGHLY COMPETENT.—The term ‘highly 
competent’ when used with respect to an 
early childhood education provider means a 
provider— 

‘‘(A) with specialized education and train-
ing in development and education of young 
children from birth until entry into kinder-
garten; 

‘‘(B) with— 
‘‘(i) a baccalaureate degree in an academic 

major in the arts and sciences; or 
‘‘(ii) an associate’s degree in a related edu-

cational area; and 
‘‘(C) who has demonstrated a high level of 

knowledge and use of content and pedagogy 
in the relevant areas associated with quality 
early childhood education. 

‘‘(8) HIGHLY QUALIFIED.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the term ‘highly qualified’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
9101 of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS.—When 
used with respect to a special education 
teacher, the term ‘highly qualified’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 602 of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

‘‘(9) INDUCTION.—The term ‘induction’ 
means a formalized program designed to pro-
vide support for, improve the professional 
performance of, and promote the retention in 
the teaching field of, beginning teachers, and 
that— 

‘‘(A) shall include— 
‘‘(i) mentoring; 
‘‘(ii) structured collaboration time with 

teachers in the same department or field; 
‘‘(iii) structured meeting time with admin-

istrators; and 
‘‘(iv) professional development activities; 

and 
‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) reduced teaching loads; 
‘‘(ii) support of a teaching aide; 
‘‘(iii) orientation seminars; and 

‘‘(iv) regular evaluation of the teacher in-
ductee, the mentors, and the overall formal-
ized program. 

‘‘(10) MENTORING.—The term ‘mentoring’ 
means a process by which a teacher mentor 
who is an exemplary teacher, either alone or 
in a team with faculty, provides active sup-
port for prospective teachers and new teach-
ers through a system for integrating evi-
dence-based practice, including rigorous, su-
pervised training in high-quality teaching 
settings. Such support includes activities 
specifically designed to promote— 

‘‘(A) knowledge of the scientific research 
on, and assessment of, teaching and learning; 

‘‘(B) development of teaching skills and 
skills in evidence-based educational inter-
ventions; 

‘‘(C) development of classroom manage-
ment skills; 

‘‘(D) a positive role model relationship 
where academic assistance and exposure to 
new experiences is provided; and 

‘‘(E) ongoing supervision and communica-
tion regarding the prospective teacher’s de-
velopment of teaching skills and continued 
support for the new teacher by the mentor, 
other teachers, principals, and administra-
tors. 

‘‘(11) PARENT.—The term ‘parent’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 9101 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965. 

‘‘(12) PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT.—The term 
‘parental involvement’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

‘‘(13) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty 
line’ means the poverty line (as defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget, and 
revised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Community Services Block 
Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2))) applicable to a 
family of the size involved. 

‘‘(14) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the term ‘professional de-
velopment’ has the meaning given the term 
in section 9101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965. 

‘‘(B) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PRO-
VIDERS.—The term ‘professional develop-
ment’ when used with respect to an early 
childhood education provider means knowl-
edge and skills in all domains of child devel-
opment (including cognitive, social, emo-
tional, physical, and approaches to learning) 
and pedagogy of children from birth until 
entry into kindergarten. 

‘‘(15) TEACHING SKILLS.—The term ‘teach-
ing skills’ means skills— 

‘‘(A) grounded in the disciplines of teach-
ing and learning that teachers use to create 
effective instruction in subject matter con-
tent and that lead to student achievement 
and the ability to apply knowledge; and 

‘‘(B) that require an understanding of the 
learning process itself, including an under-
standing of— 

‘‘(i) the use of teaching strategies specific 
to the subject matter; 

‘‘(ii) the application of ongoing assessment 
of student learning, particularly for evalu-
ating instructional practices and cur-
riculum; 

‘‘(iii) ensuring successful learning for stu-
dents with individual differences in ability 
and instructional needs; 

‘‘(iv) effective classroom management; and 
‘‘(v) effective ways to communicate with, 

work with, and involve parents in their chil-
dren’s education.’’. 

SEC. 3. STATE GRANTS. 

Section 202 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1022) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
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‘‘SEC. 202. STATE GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts made 
available under section 211(1) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary is authorized to award 
grants under this section, on a competitive 
basis, to eligible States to enable the eligible 
States to carry out the activities described 
in subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE STATE.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITION.—In this part, the term ‘el-

igible State’ means— 
‘‘(A) a State educational agency; or 
‘‘(B) an entity or agency in the State re-

sponsible for teacher certification and prepa-
ration activities. 

‘‘(2) CONSULTATION.—The eligible State 
shall consult with the Governor, State board 
of education, State educational agency, 
State agency for higher education, State 
agency with responsibility for child care, 
prekindergarten, or other early childhood 
education programs, and other State entities 
that provide professional development and 
teacher preparation for teachers, as appro-
priate, with respect to the activities assisted 
under this section. 

‘‘(3) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to negate or su-
persede the legal authority under State law 
of any State agency, State entity, or State 
public official over programs that are under 
the jurisdiction of the agency, entity, or offi-
cial. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to receive 
a grant under this section, an eligible State 
shall, at the time of the initial grant appli-
cation, submit an application to the Sec-
retary that— 

‘‘(1) meets the requirements of this section 
and other relevant requirements for States 
under this title; 

‘‘(2) describes how the eligible State in-
tends to use funds provided under this sec-
tion in accordance with State-identified 
needs; 

‘‘(3) describes the eligible State’s plan for 
continuing the activities carried out with 
the grant once Federal funding ceases; 

‘‘(4) describes how the eligible State will 
coordinate activities authorized under this 
section with other Federal, State, and local 
personnel preparation and professional de-
velopment programs; and 

‘‘(5) contains such other information and 
assurances as the Secretary may require. 

‘‘(d) USES OF FUNDS.—An eligible State 
that receives a grant under this section shall 
use the grant funds to reform teacher prepa-
ration requirements, and to ensure that cur-
rent and future teachers are highly qualified 
and possess strong teaching skills and 
knowledge to assess student academic 
achievement, by carrying out 1 or more of 
the following activities: 

‘‘(1) REFORMS.—Implementing reforms that 
hold institutions of higher education with 
teacher preparation programs accountable 
for, and assist such programs in, preparing 
teachers who have strong teaching skills and 
are highly qualified or early childhood edu-
cation providers who are highly competent. 
Such reforms shall include— 

‘‘(A) State program approval requirements 
regarding curriculum changes by teacher 
preparation programs that improve teaching 
skills based on scientific knowledge— 

‘‘(i) about the disciplines of teaching and 
learning, including effective ways to commu-
nicate with, work with, and involve parents 
in their children’s education; and 

‘‘(ii) about understanding and responding 
effectively to students with special needs, in-
cluding students with disabilities, limited- 
English proficient students, students with 
low literacy levels, and students with dif-
ferent learning styles or other special learn-
ing needs; 

‘‘(B) State program approval requirements 
for teacher preparation programs to have in 
place mechanisms to measure and assess the 
effectiveness and impact of teacher prepara-
tion programs, including on student achieve-
ment; 

‘‘(C) assurances from institutions that 
such institutions have a program in place 
that provides a year-long clinical experience 
for prospective teachers; 

‘‘(D) collecting and using data, in collabo-
ration with institutions of higher education, 
schools, and local educational agencies, on 
teacher retention rates, by school, to evalu-
ate and strengthen the effectiveness of the 
State’s teacher support system; and 

‘‘(E) developing methods and building ca-
pacity for teacher preparation programs to 
assess the retention rates of the programs’ 
graduates and to use such information for 
continuous program improvement. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION OR LICENSURE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Ensuring the State’s teacher certifi-
cation or licensure requirements are rig-
orous so that teachers have strong teaching 
skills and are highly qualified. 

‘‘(3) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES TO STATE CERTIFI-
CATION.—Carrying out programs that provide 
prospective teachers with high-quality alter-
native routes to traditional preparation for 
teaching and to State certification for well- 
prepared and qualified prospective teachers, 
including— 

‘‘(A) programs at schools or departments of 
arts and sciences, schools or departments of 
education within institutions of higher edu-
cation, or at nonprofit educational organiza-
tions with expertise in producing highly 
qualified teachers that include instruction in 
teaching skills; 

‘‘(B) a selective means for admitting indi-
viduals into such programs; 

‘‘(C) providing intensive support, including 
induction, during the initial teaching experi-
ence; 

‘‘(D) establishing, expanding, or improving 
alternative routes to State certification of 
teachers for qualified individuals, including 
mid-career professionals from other occupa-
tions, paraprofessionals, former military 
personnel and recent college graduates with 
records of academic distinction, that have a 
proven record of effectiveness and that en-
sure that current and future teachers possess 
strong teaching skills and are highly quali-
fied; and 

‘‘(E) providing support in the disciplines of 
teaching and learning to ensure that pro-
spective teachers— 

‘‘(i) have an understanding of evidence- 
based effective teaching practices; 

‘‘(ii) have knowledge of student learning 
methods; and 

‘‘(iii) possess strong teaching skills, in-
cluding effective ways to communicate with, 
work with, and involve parents in their chil-
dren’s education. 

‘‘(4) STATE CERTIFICATION RECIPROCITY.—Es-
tablishing and promoting reciprocity of cer-
tification or licensing between or among 
States for general and special education 
teachers and principals, except that no reci-
procity agreement developed pursuant to 
this paragraph or developed using funds pro-
vided under this part may lead to the weak-
ening of any State certification or licensing 
requirement that is shown through evidence- 
based research to ensure teacher and prin-
cipal quality and student achievement. 

‘‘(5) RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION.—Devel-
oping and implementing effective mecha-
nisms to ensure that local educational agen-
cies, schools, and early childhood program 
providers are able to effectively recruit and 
retain highly qualified teachers, highly com-
petent early childhood education providers, 
and principals, and provide access to ongoing 
professional development opportunities for 

teachers, early childhood education pro-
viders, and principals, including activities 
described in subsections (d) and (e) of section 
204. 

‘‘(6) SOCIAL PROMOTION.—Development and 
implementation of efforts to address the 
problem of social promotion and to prepare 
teachers, principals, administrators, and par-
ents to effectively address the issues raised 
by ending the practice of social promotion.’’. 
SEC. 4. PARTNERSHIP GRANTS. 

Section 203 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1023) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 203. PARTNERSHIP GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) GRANTS.—From amounts made avail-
able under section 211(2) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary is authorized to award grants 
under this section, on a competitive basis, to 
eligible partnerships to enable the eligible 
partnerships to carry out the activities de-
scribed in subsections (d) and (e). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.— 
‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE PARTNERSHIP.—In this part, 

the term ‘eligible partnership’ means an en-
tity that— 

‘‘(A) shall include— 
‘‘(i) a partner institution; 
‘‘(ii) a school or department of arts and 

sciences within the partner institution under 
clause (i); 

‘‘(iii) a school or department of education 
within the partner institution under clause 
(i); 

‘‘(iv)(I) a department of psychology within 
the partner institution under clause (i); 

‘‘(II) a department of human development 
within the partner institution under clause 
(i); or 

‘‘(III) a department with comparable exper-
tise in the disciplines of teaching, learning, 
and child and adolescent development within 
the partner institution under clause (i); 

‘‘(v) a high-need local educational agency; 
and 

‘‘(vi)(I) a high-need school served by the 
high-need local educational agency under 
clause (v); or 

‘‘(II) a consortium of schools of the high- 
need local educational agency under clause 
(v); and 

‘‘(B) may include a Governor, State edu-
cational agency, the State board of edu-
cation, the State agency for higher edu-
cation, an institution of higher education 
not described in subparagraph (A) (including 
a community college), a public charter 
school, other public elementary school or 
secondary school, a combination or network 
of urban, suburban, or rural schools, a public 
or private nonprofit educational organiza-
tion, a business, a teacher organization, or 
an early childhood education program. 

‘‘(2) PARTNER INSTITUTION.—In this section, 
the term ‘partner institution’ means a pri-
vate independent or State-supported public 
institution of higher education, or a consor-
tium of such institutions, that has not been 
designated under section 208(a) and the 
teacher preparation program of which dem-
onstrates that— 

‘‘(A) graduates from the teacher prepara-
tion program who intend to enter the field of 
teaching exhibit strong performance on 
State-determined qualifying assessments 
and are highly qualified; or 

‘‘(B) the teacher preparation program re-
quires all the students of the program to par-
ticipate in intensive clinical experience, to 
meet high academic standards, to possess 
strong teaching skills, and— 

‘‘(i) in the case of prospective elementary 
school and secondary school teachers, to be-
come highly qualified; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of prospective early child-
hood education providers, to become highly 
competent. 
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‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—Each eligible partner-

ship desiring a grant under this section shall 
submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and accompanied 
by such information as the Secretary may 
require. Each such application shall— 

‘‘(1) contain a needs assessment of all the 
partners with respect to the preparation, on-
going training, and professional development 
of early childhood education providers, gen-
eral and special education teachers, and 
principals, the extent to which the program 
prepares new teachers with strong teaching 
skills, a description of how the partnership 
will coordinate strategies and activities with 
other teacher preparation or professional de-
velopment programs, and how the activities 
of the partnership will be consistent with 
State, local, and other education reform ac-
tivities that promote student achievement 
and parental involvement; 

‘‘(2) contain a resource assessment that de-
scribes the resources available to the part-
nership, including the integration of funds 
from other related sources, the intended use 
of the grant funds, including a description of 
how the grant funds will be fairly distributed 
in accordance with subsection (f), and the 
commitment of the resources of the partner-
ship to the activities assisted under this 
part, including financial support, faculty 
participation, time commitments, and con-
tinuation of the activities when the grant 
ends; 

‘‘(3) contain a description of— 
‘‘(A) how the partnership will meet the 

purposes of this part, in accordance with the 
needs assessment required under paragraph 
(1); 

‘‘(B) how the partnership will carry out the 
activities required under subsection (d) and 
any permissible activities under subsection 
(e) based on the needs identified in paragraph 
(1) with the goal of improving student 
achievement; 

‘‘(C) the partnership’s evaluation plan pur-
suant to section 206(b); 

‘‘(D) how faculty at the partner institution 
will work with, over the term of the grant, 
principals and teachers in the classrooms of 
the high-need local educational agency in-
cluded in the partnership; 

‘‘(E) how the partnership will enhance the 
instructional leadership and management 
skills of principals and provide effective sup-
port for principals, including new principals; 

‘‘(F) how the partnership will design, im-
plement, or enhance a year-long, rigorous, 
and enriching preservice clinical program 
component; 

‘‘(G) the in-service professional develop-
ment strategies and activities to be sup-
ported; and 

‘‘(H) how the partnership will collect, ana-
lyze, and use data on the retention of all 
teachers, early childhood education pro-
viders, or principals in schools located in the 
geographic areas served by the partnership 
to evaluate the effectiveness of its educator 
support system; 

‘‘(4) contain a certification from the part-
nership that it has reviewed the application 
and determined that the grant proposed will 
comply with subsection (f); 

‘‘(5) include, for the residency program de-
scribed in subsection (d)(3)— 

‘‘(A) a demonstration that the schools and 
departments within the institution of higher 
education that are part of the residency pro-
gram have relevant and essential roles in the 
effective preparation of teachers, including 
content expertise and expertise in the 
science of teaching and learning; 

‘‘(B) a demonstration of capability and 
commitment to evidence-based teaching and 
accessibility to, and involvement of, faculty 
documented by professional development of-

fered to staff and documented experience 
with university collaborations; 

‘‘(C) a description of how the residency 
program will design and implement an in-
duction period to support all new teachers 
through not less than the first 2 years of 
teaching in the further development of their 
teaching skills, including use of mentors who 
are trained and compensated by such pro-
gram for their work with new teachers; and 

‘‘(D) a description of how faculty involved 
in the residency program will be able to sub-
stantially participate in an early childhood 
education program or an elementary or sec-
ondary classroom setting, including release 
time and receiving workload credit for their 
participation; and 

‘‘(6) include an assurance that the partner-
ship has mechanisms in place to measure and 
assess the effectiveness and impact of the ac-
tivities to be undertaken, including on stu-
dent achievement. 

‘‘(d) REQUIRED USES OF FUNDS.—An eligible 
partnership that receives a grant under this 
section shall use the grant funds to carry out 
the following activities, as applicable to 
teachers, early childhood education pro-
viders, or principals, in accordance with the 
needs assessment required under subsection 
(c)(1): 

‘‘(1) REFORMS.—Implementing reforms 
within teacher preparation programs, where 
needed, to hold the programs accountable for 
preparing teachers who are highly qualified 
or early childhood education providers who 
are highly competent and for promoting 
strong teaching skills, including integrating 
reliable evidence-based teaching methods 
into the curriculum, which curriculum shall 
include parental involvement training and 
programs designed to successfully integrate 
technology into teaching and learning. Such 
reforms shall include— 

‘‘(A) teacher preparation program cur-
riculum changes that improve, and assess 
how well all new teachers develop, teaching 
skills; 

‘‘(B) use of scientific knowledge about the 
disciplines of teaching and learning so that 
all prospective teachers— 

‘‘(i) understand evidence-based teaching 
practices; 

‘‘(ii) have knowledge of student learning 
methods; and 

‘‘(iii) possess teaching skills that enable 
them to meet the learning needs of all stu-
dents; 

‘‘(C) assurances that all teachers have a 
sufficient base of scientific knowledge to un-
derstand and respond effectively to students 
with special needs, such as providing instruc-
tion to diverse student populations, includ-
ing students with disabilities, limited- 
English proficient students, students with 
low literacy levels, and students with dif-
ferent learning styles or other special learn-
ing needs; 

‘‘(D) assurances that the most recent sci-
entifically based research, including re-
search relevant to particular fields of teach-
ing, is incorporated into professional devel-
opment activities used by faculty; and 

‘‘(E) working with and involving parents in 
their children’s education to improve the 
academic achievement of their children and 
in the teacher preparation program reform 
process. 

‘‘(2) CLINICAL EXPERIENCE AND INTER-
ACTION.—Developing and providing sustained 
and high-quality preservice clinical edu-
cation programs to further develop the 
teaching skills of all general education 
teachers and special education teachers, at 
schools within the partnership, at the school 
or department of education within the part-
ner institution, or at evidence-based practice 
school settings. Such programs shall— 

‘‘(A) incorporate a year-long, rigorous, and 
enriching activity or combination of activi-
ties, including— 

‘‘(i) clinical learning opportunities; 
‘‘(ii) field experiences; and 
‘‘(iii) supervised practice; and 
‘‘(B) be offered over the course of a pro-

gram of preparation and coursework (that 
may be developed as a 5th year of a teacher 
preparation program) for prospective general 
and special education teachers, including 
mentoring in instructional skills, classroom 
management skills, collaboration skills, and 
strategies to effectively assess student 
progress and achievement, and substantially 
increasing closely supervised interaction be-
tween faculty and new and experienced 
teachers, principals, and other administra-
tors at early childhood education programs, 
elementary schools, or secondary schools, 
and providing support, including preparation 
time and release time, for such interaction. 

‘‘(3) RESIDENCY PROGRAMS FOR NEW TEACH-
ERS.—Creating a residency program that pro-
vides an induction period for all new general 
education and special education teachers for 
not less than such teachers’ first 2 years. 
Such program shall promote the integration 
of the science of teaching and learning in the 
classroom, provide high-quality induction 
opportunities (including mentoring), provide 
opportunities for the dissemination of evi-
dence-based research on educational prac-
tices, and provide for opportunities to en-
gage in professional development activities 
offered through professional associations of 
educators. Such program shall draw directly 
upon the expertise of teacher mentors, fac-
ulty, and researchers that involves their ac-
tive support in providing a setting for inte-
grating evidence-based practice for prospec-
tive teachers, including rigorous, supervised 
training in high-quality teaching settings 
that promotes the following: 

‘‘(A) Knowledge of the scientific research 
on teaching and learning. 

‘‘(B) Development of skills in evidence- 
based educational interventions. 

‘‘(C) Faculty who model the integration of 
research and practice in the classroom, and 
the effective use and integration of tech-
nology. 

‘‘(D) Interdisciplinary collaboration among 
exemplary teachers, faculty, researchers, 
and other staff who prepare new teachers on 
the learning process and the assessment of 
learning. 

‘‘(E) A forum for information sharing 
among prospective teachers, teachers, prin-
cipals, administrators, and participating fac-
ulty in the partner institution. 

‘‘(F) Application of scientifically based re-
search on teaching and learning generated 
by entities such as the Institute of Edu-
cation Sciences and by the National Re-
search Council. 

‘‘(4) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT.—Cre-
ating opportunities for enhanced and ongo-
ing professional development for experienced 
general education and special education 
teachers, early childhood education pro-
viders, principals, administrators, and fac-
ulty that— 

‘‘(A) improves the academic content 
knowledge, as well as knowledge to assess 
student academic achievement and how to 
use the results of such assessments to im-
prove instruction, of teachers in the subject 
matter or academic content areas in which 
the teachers are certified to teach or in 
which the teachers are working toward cer-
tification to teach; 

‘‘(B) promotes strong teaching skills and 
an understanding of how to apply scientific 
knowledge about teaching and learning to 
their teaching practice and to their ongoing 
classroom assessment of students; 
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‘‘(C) provides mentoring, team teaching, 

reduced class schedules, and intensive pro-
fessional development; 

‘‘(D) encourages and supports training of 
teachers, principals, and administrators to 
effectively use and integrate technology— 

‘‘(i) into curricula and instruction, includ-
ing training to improve the ability to col-
lect, manage, and analyze data to improve 
teaching, decisionmaking, school improve-
ment efforts, and accountability; and 

‘‘(ii) to enhance learning by children, in-
cluding students with disabilities, limited- 
English proficient students, students with 
low literacy levels, and students with dif-
ferent learning styles or other special learn-
ing needs; 

‘‘(E) offers teachers, principals, and admin-
istrators training on how to effectively com-
municate with, work with, and involve par-
ents in their children’s education; 

‘‘(F) creates an ongoing retraining loop for 
experienced teachers, principals, and admin-
istrators, whereby the residency program ac-
tivities and practices— 

‘‘(i) inform the research of faculty and 
other researchers; and 

‘‘(ii) translate evidence-based research 
findings into improved practice techniques 
and improved teacher preparation programs; 
and 

‘‘(G) includes the rotation, for varying pe-
riods of time, of experienced teachers— 

‘‘(i) who are associated with the partner-
ship to early childhood education programs, 
elementary schools, or secondary schools not 
associated with the partnership in order to 
enable such experienced teachers to act as a 
resource for all teachers in the local edu-
cational agency or State; and 

‘‘(ii) who are not associated with the part-
nership to early childhood education pro-
grams, elementary schools, or secondary 
schools associated with the partnership in 
order to enable such experienced teachers to 
observe how teaching and professional devel-
opment occurs in the partnership. 

‘‘(5) SUPPORT AND TRAINING FOR PARTICI-
PANTS.—Providing support and training for 
those individuals participating in the re-
quired activities under paragraphs (1) 
through (4) who serve as role models or men-
tors for prospective, new, and experienced 
teachers, based on such individuals’ experi-
ence. Such support— 

‘‘(A) also may be provided to the preservice 
clinical experience participants, as appro-
priate; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) release time for such individual’s par-

ticipation; 
‘‘(ii) receiving course workload credit and 

compensation for time teaching in the part-
nership activities; and 

‘‘(iii) stipends. 
‘‘(6) LEADERSHIP AND MANAGERIAL SKILLS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Developing and imple-

menting proven mechanisms to provide prin-
cipals, superintendents, early childhood edu-
cation program directors, and administra-
tors (and mentor teachers, as practicable) 
with— 

‘‘(i) an understanding of the skills and be-
haviors that contribute to effective instruc-
tional leadership and the maintenance of a 
safe and effective learning environment; 

‘‘(ii) teaching and assessment skills needed 
to support successful classroom teaching; 

‘‘(iii) an understanding of how students 
learn and develop in order to increase 
achievement for all students; and 

‘‘(iv) the skills to effectively involve par-
ents. 

‘‘(B) MECHANISMS.—The mechanisms devel-
oped and implemented pursuant to subpara-
graph (A) may include any of the following: 

‘‘(i) Mentoring of new principals. 

‘‘(ii) Field-based experiences, supervised 
practica, or internship opportunities. 

‘‘(iii) Other activities to expand the knowl-
edge base and practical skills of principals, 
superintendents, early childhood education 
program directors, and administrators (and 
mentor teachers, as practicable). 

‘‘(e) ALLOWABLE USES OF FUNDS.—An eligi-
ble partnership that receives a grant under 
this section may use such funds to carry out 
the following activities: 

‘‘(1) DISSEMINATION AND COORDINATION.— 
Broadly disseminating information on effec-
tive practices used by the partnership, in-
cluding teaching strategies and interactive 
materials for developing skills in classroom 
management and assessment and how to re-
spond to individual student needs, abilities, 
and backgrounds, to early childhood edu-
cation providers and teachers in elementary 
schools or secondary schools that are not as-
sociated with the partnership. Coordinating 
with the activities of the Governor, State 
board of education, State higher education 
agency, and State educational agency, as ap-
propriate. 

‘‘(2) CURRICULUM PREPARATION.—Sup-
porting preparation time for early childhood 
education providers, teachers in elementary 
schools or secondary schools, and faculty to 
jointly design and implement teacher prepa-
ration curricula, classroom experiences, and 
ongoing professional development opportuni-
ties that promote the acquisition and contin-
ued growth of teaching skills. 

‘‘(3) COMMUNICATION SKILLS.—Developing 
strategies and curriculum-based professional 
development activities to enhance prospec-
tive teachers’ communication skills with 
students, parents, colleagues, and other edu-
cation professionals. 

‘‘(4) COORDINATION WITH OTHER INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—Coordinating with 
other institutions of higher education, in-
cluding community colleges, to implement 
teacher preparation programs that support 
prospective teachers in obtaining bacca-
laureate degrees and State certification or 
licensure. 

‘‘(5) TEACHER RECRUITMENT.—Activities de-
scribed in subsections (d) and (e) of section 
204. 

‘‘(6) PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT.—Developing, 
for teacher preparation program improve-
ment purposes, methods and infrastructure 
to assess retention rates in the teaching field 
of teacher preparation program graduates 
and the achievement outcomes of such grad-
uates’ students. 

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULE.—No individual member 
of an eligible partnership shall retain more 
than 50 percent of the funds made available 
to the partnership under this section. 

‘‘(g) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to prohibit an eligi-
ble partnership from using grant funds to co-
ordinate with the activities of more than 1 
Governor, State board of education, State 
educational agency, local educational agen-
cy, or State agency for higher education.’’. 
SEC. 5. RECRUITMENT GRANTS. 

Section 204 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1024) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 204. RECRUITMENT GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From 
amounts made available under section 211(3) 
for a fiscal year, the Secretary is authorized 
to award grants, on a competitive basis, to 
eligible applicants to enable the eligible ap-
plicants to carry out activities described in 
subsections (d) and (e). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE APPLICANT DEFINED.—In this 
part, the term ‘eligible applicant’ means— 

‘‘(1) an eligible State described in section 
202(b) that has— 

‘‘(A) high teacher shortages or annual 
turnover rates; or 

‘‘(B) high teacher shortages or annual 
turnover rates of 20 percent or more in high- 
need local educational agencies; or 

‘‘(2) an eligible partnership described in 
section 203(b) that— 

‘‘(A) serves not less than 1 high-need local 
educational agency with high teacher short-
ages or annual turnover rates of 20 percent 
or more; 

‘‘(B) serves schools that demonstrate great 
difficulty meeting State challenging aca-
demic content standards; or 

‘‘(C) demonstrates great difficulty meeting 
the requirement that teachers be highly 
qualified. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—Any eligible applicant 
desiring to receive a grant under this section 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time, in such form, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may re-
quire, including— 

‘‘(1) a description of the assessment that 
the eligible applicant, and the other entities 
with whom the eligible applicant will carry 
out the grant activities, have undertaken to 
determine the most critical needs of the par-
ticipating high-need local educational agen-
cies; 

‘‘(2) a description of how the eligible appli-
cant will recruit and retain highly qualified 
teachers or other qualified individuals, in-
cluding principals and early childhood edu-
cation providers, or both, who are enrolled 
in, accepted to, or plan to participate in 
teacher preparation programs or professional 
development activities, as described under 
section 203, in geographic areas of greatest 
need, including data on the retention rate, 
by school, of all teachers in schools located 
within the geographic areas served by the el-
igible applicant; 

‘‘(3) a description of the activities the eli-
gible applicant will carry out with the grant; 
and 

‘‘(4) a description of the eligible applicant’s 
plan for continuing the activities carried out 
with the grant once Federal funding ceases. 

‘‘(d) REQUIRED USES OF FUNDS.—An eligible 
applicant receiving a grant under this sec-
tion shall use the grant funds— 

‘‘(1)(A) to award scholarships to help stu-
dents pay the costs of tuition, room, board, 
and other expenses of completing a teacher 
preparation program; 

‘‘(B) to provide support services, if needed, 
to enable scholarship recipients to complete 
postsecondary education programs; 

‘‘(C) for followup services (including induc-
tion opportunities, mentoring, and profes-
sional development activities) provided to 
former scholarship recipients during not less 
than the recipients’ first 2 years of teaching; 
and 

‘‘(D) in the case where the eligible appli-
cant also receives a grant under section 203, 
for support and training for mentor teachers 
who participate in the residency program; or 

‘‘(2) to develop and implement effective 
mechanisms, including a professional devel-
opment system and career ladders, to ensure 
that high-need local educational agencies, 
high-need schools, and early childhood edu-
cation programs are able to effectively re-
cruit and retain highly competent early 
childhood education providers, highly quali-
fied teachers, and principals. 

‘‘(e) ALLOWABLE USE OF FUNDS.—An eligi-
ble applicant receiving a grant under this 
section may use the grant funds to carry out 
the following: 

‘‘(1) OUTREACH.—Conducting outreach and 
coordinating with urban and rural secondary 
schools to encourage students to pursue 
teaching as a career. 

‘‘(2) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION COM-
PENSATION.—For eligible applicants focusing 
on early childhood education, implementing 
initiatives that increase compensation of 
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early childhood education providers who at-
tain degrees in early childhood education. 

‘‘(3) PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT.—Developing, 
for teacher preparation program improve-
ment purposes, methods and infrastructure 
to assess retention rates in the teaching field 
of teacher preparation program graduates 
and the achievement outcomes of such grad-
uates’ students. 

‘‘(f) SERVICE REQUIREMENTS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish such requirements as 
the Secretary finds necessary to ensure that 
recipients of scholarships under this section 
who complete teacher education programs 
subsequently teach in a high-need local edu-
cational agency, for a period of time equiva-
lent to the period for which the recipients re-
ceive scholarship assistance, or repay the 
amount of the scholarship. The Secretary 
shall use any such repayments to carry out 
additional activities under this section.’’. 
SEC. 6. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

Section 205 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1025) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘ONE-TIME 

AWARDS;’’; 
(B) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (2); 
(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (4); 
(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(2) COMPOSITION OF PANEL.—The peer re-

view panel shall be composed of experts who 
are competent, by virtue of their training, 
expertise, or experience, to evaluate applica-
tions for grants under this part. A majority 
of the panel shall be composed of individuals 
who are not employees of the Federal Gov-
ernment.’’; 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) EVALUATION AND PRIORITY.—The peer 
review panel shall evaluate the applicants’ 
proposals to improve the current and future 
teaching force through program and certifi-
cation reforms, teacher preparation program 
activities (including implementation and as-
sessment strategies), and professional devel-
opment activities described in sections 202, 
203, and 204, as appropriate. In recom-
mending applications to the Secretary for 
funding under this part, the peer review 
panel shall— 

‘‘(A) with respect to grants under section 
202, give priority to eligible States that— 

‘‘(i) have initiatives to reform State pro-
gram approval requirements for teacher 
preparation programs that are designed to 
ensure that current and future teachers are 
highly qualified and possess strong teaching 
skills, knowledge to assess student academic 
achievement, and the ability to use this in-
formation in such teachers’ classroom in-
struction; 

‘‘(ii) include innovative reforms to hold in-
stitutions of higher education with teacher 
preparation programs accountable for pre-
paring teachers who are highly qualified and 
have strong teaching skills; or 

‘‘(iii) involve the development of innova-
tive efforts aimed at reducing the shortage 
of— 

‘‘(I) highly qualified teachers in high-pov-
erty urban and rural areas; and 

‘‘(II) highly qualified teachers in fields 
with persistently high teacher shortages, in-
cluding special education; 

‘‘(B) with respect to grants under section 
203— 

‘‘(i) give priority to applications from eli-
gible partnerships that involve broad partici-
pation within the community, including 
businesses; and 

‘‘(ii) take into consideration— 
‘‘(I) providing an equitable geographic dis-

tribution of the grants throughout the 
United States; and 

‘‘(II) the potential of the proposed activi-
ties for creating improvement and positive 
change; and 

‘‘(C) with respect to grants under section 
204, give priority to eligible applicants that 
have in place, or in progress, articulation 
agreements between 2- and 4-year public and 
private institutions of higher education and 
nonprofit providers of professional develop-
ment with demonstrated experience in pro-
fessional development activities.’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) PAYMENT OF FEES AND EXPENSES OF 

CERTAIN MEMBERS.—The Secretary may use 
available funds appropriated to carry out 
this part to pay the expenses and fees of peer 
review panel members who are not employ-
ees of the Federal Government.’’; and 

(3) by striking subsection (e) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—For each fis-
cal year, the Secretary may expend not more 
than $500,000 or 0.75 percent of the funds ap-
propriated to carry out this title for such fis-
cal year, whichever amount is greater, to 
provide technical assistance to States and 
partnerships receiving grants under this 
part.’’. 
SEC. 7. ACCOUNTABILITY AND EVALUATION. 

Section 206 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1026) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources’’ and inserting ‘‘Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘Committee on Education 
and the Workforce’’ and inserting ‘‘Com-
mittee on Education and Labor’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘, includ-
ing,’’ and all that follows through the period 
and inserting ‘‘as a highly qualified teach-
er.’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘highly’’; and 
(ii) by striking the period at the end and 

inserting ‘‘that meet the same standards and 
criteria of State certification or licensure 
programs.’’; 

(D) by striking paragraph (4) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(4) TEACHER AND PROVIDER QUALIFICA-
TIONS.— 

‘‘(A) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL 
CLASSES.—Increasing the percentage of ele-
mentary school and secondary school classes 
taught by teachers— 

‘‘(i) who have strong teaching skills and 
are highly qualified; 

‘‘(ii) who have completed preparation pro-
grams that provide such teachers with the 
scientific knowledge about the disciplines of 
teaching, learning, and child and adolescent 
development so the teachers understand and 
use evidence-based teaching skills to meet 
the learning needs of all students; or 

‘‘(iii) who have completed a residency pro-
gram through not less than their first 2 
years of teaching that includes mentoring by 
faculty who are trained and compensated for 
their work with new teachers. 

‘‘(B) EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS.—Increasing the percentage of class-
rooms in early childhood education pro-
grams taught by providers who are highly 
competent.’’; 

(E) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(5) DECREASING SHORTAGES.—Decreasing 
shortages of— 

‘‘(A) qualified teachers and principals in 
poor urban and rural areas; and 

‘‘(B) qualified teachers in fields with per-
sistently high teacher shortages, including 
special education.’’; and 

(F) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(6) INCREASING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PROFES-
SIONAL DEVELOPMENT.—Increasing opportuni-
ties for enhanced and ongoing professional 
development that— 

‘‘(A) improves— 
‘‘(i) the knowledge and skills of early 

childhood education providers; 
‘‘(ii) the knowledge of teachers in special 

education; 
‘‘(iii) the knowledge of general education 

teachers, principals, and administrators 
about special education content and instruc-
tional practices; 

‘‘(iv) the knowledge and skills to assess 
student academic achievement and use the 
results of such assessments to improve in-
struction; 

‘‘(v) the knowledge of subject matter or 
academic content areas— 

‘‘(I) in which the teachers are certified or 
licensed to teach; or 

‘‘(II) in which the teachers are working to-
ward certification or licensure to teach; or 

‘‘(vi) the knowledge and skills to effec-
tively communicate with, work with, and in-
volve parents in their children’s education; 

‘‘(B) promotes strong teaching skills and 
an understanding of how to apply scientific 
knowledge about teaching and learning to 
teachers’ teaching practice and to teachers’ 
ongoing classroom assessment of students; 
and 

‘‘(C) provides enhanced instructional lead-
ership and management skills for prin-
cipals.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘for’’ and inserting ‘‘for teach-
ers, early childhood education providers, or 
principals, as appropriate, according to the 
needs assessment required under section 
203(c)(1), for’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (1) through (6) 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) increased demonstration by program 
graduates of teaching skills grounded in sci-
entific knowledge about the disciplines of 
teaching and learning; 

‘‘(2) increased student achievement for all 
students as measured by the partnership, in-
cluding mechanisms to measure student 
achievement due to the specific activities 
conducted by the partnership; 

‘‘(3) increased teacher retention in the first 
3 years of a teacher’s career based, in part, 
on teacher retention data collected as de-
scribed in section 203(c)(3)(H); 

‘‘(4) increased success in the pass rate for 
initial State certification or licensure of 
teachers; 

‘‘(5) increased percentage of elementary 
school and secondary school classes taught 
by teachers who are highly qualified; 

‘‘(6) increased percentage of early child-
hood education program classes taught by 
providers who are highly competent; 

‘‘(7) increased percentage of early child-
hood education programs and elementary 
school and secondary school classes taught 
by providers and teachers who demonstrate 
clinical judgment, communication, and prob-
lem-solving skills resulting from participa-
tion in a residency program; 

‘‘(8) increased percentage of highly quali-
fied special education teachers; 

‘‘(9) increased number of general education 
teachers trained in working with students 
with disabilities, limited-English proficient 
students, and students with different learn-
ing styles or other special learning needs; 

‘‘(10) increased number of teachers trained 
in technology; and 
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‘‘(11) increased number of teachers, early 

childhood education providers, or principals 
prepared to work effectively with parents.’’; 
and 

(3) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘, with particular atten-

tion to the reports and evaluations provided 
by the eligible States and eligible partner-
ships pursuant to this section,’’ after ‘‘fund-
ed under this part’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources’’ and inserting ‘‘Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘Committee on Education 
and the Workforce’’ and inserting ‘‘Com-
mittee on Education and Labor’’. 
SEC. 8. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PROGRAMS THAT 

PREPARE TEACHERS. 
Section 207 of the Higher Education Act of 

1965 (20 U.S.C. 1027) is amended— 
(1) by striking subsection (a); 
(2) by redesignating subsections (b) 

through (f) as subsections (a) through (e), re-
spectively; 

(3) in subsection (a), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘, within 2 years’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘the following’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, on an annual basis and in a uniform 
and comprehensible manner that conforms 
with the definitions and reporting methods 
previously developed for teacher preparation 
programs by the Commissioner for Edu-
cation Statistics, a State report card on the 
quality of teacher preparation in the State, 
which shall include not less than the fol-
lowing’’; 

(B) in paragraph (4)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘teaching candidates’’ and 

inserting ‘‘prospective teachers’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘candidate’’ and inserting 

‘‘prospective teacher’’; 
(C) in paragraph (5)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘teaching candidates’’ and 

inserting ‘‘prospective teachers’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘teacher candidate’’ and in-

serting ‘‘prospective teacher’’; and 
(iii) by striking ‘‘candidate’s’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘teacher’s’’; 
(D) in paragraph (7), by inserting ‘‘how the 

State has ensured that the alternative cer-
tification routes meet the same State stand-
ards and criteria for teacher certification or 
licensure,’’ after ‘‘if any,’’; and 

(E) in paragraph (8)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘teacher candidate’’ and in-

serting ‘‘prospective teacher’’; and 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘(including the ability to 

provide instruction to diverse student popu-
lations (including students with disabilities, 
limited-English proficient students, and stu-
dents with different learning styles or other 
special learning needs) and the ability to ef-
fectively communicate with, work with, and 
involve parents in their children’s edu-
cation)’’ after ‘‘skills’’; 

(F) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(10) Information on the extent to which 

teachers or prospective teachers in each 
State are prepared to work in partnership 
with parents and involve parents in their 
children’s education.’’; 

(4) in subsection (b)(1), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘not later than 6 months of 
the date of enactment of the Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1998 and’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘subsection (a)’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources’’ and inserting ‘‘Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions’’; 

(D) by striking ‘‘Committee on Education 
and the Workforce’’ and inserting ‘‘Com-
mittee on Education and Labor’’; and 

(E) by striking ‘‘not later than 9 months 
after the date of enactment of the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998’’; 

(5) in subsection (c)(1), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(9) of subsection (b)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘(10) of subsection (a)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and made available not 
later than 2 years 6 months after the date of 
enactment of the Higher Education Amend-
ments of 1998 and annually thereafter’’ and 
inserting ‘‘, and made available annually’’; 
and 

(6) in subsection (e)(1), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998 and annually 
thereafter, shall report’’ and inserting ‘‘shall 
report annually’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘methods established under 
subsection (a)’’ and inserting ‘‘reporting 
methods developed for teacher preparation 
programs’’. 
SEC. 9. STATE FUNCTIONS. 

Section 208 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1028) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘, not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998,’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and within entities pro-
viding alternative routes to teacher prepara-
tion’’ after ‘‘institutions of higher edu-
cation’’; 

(C) by inserting ‘‘and entities’’ after ‘‘low- 
performing institutions’’; 

(D) by inserting ‘‘and entities’’ after 
‘‘those institutions’’; and 

(E) by striking ‘‘207(b)’’ and inserting 
‘‘207(a)’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) TEACHER QUALITY PLAN.—In order to 
receive funds under this Act, a State shall 
submit a State teacher quality plan that— 

‘‘(1) details how such funds will ensure that 
all teachers are highly qualified; and 

‘‘(2) indicates whether each teacher prepa-
ration program in the State that has not 
been designated as low-performing under 
subsection (a) is of sufficient quality to meet 
all State standards and produce highly quali-
fied teachers with the teaching skills needed 
to teach effectively in the schools of the 
State.’’; 

(4) in subsection (c), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2)— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘of Edu-
cation’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘of this 
Act’’; and 

(5) in subsection (d), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(2)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (c)(2)’’. 
SEC. 10. ACADEMIES FOR FACULTY EXCELLENCE. 

Part A of title II of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1021 et seq.) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating section 210 as section 
211; and 

(2) by inserting after section 209 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 210. ACADEMIES FOR FACULTY EXCEL-

LENCE. 
‘‘(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From 

amounts made available under subsection 
(e), the Secretary is authorized to award 
grants to eligible entities to enable such en-
tities to create Academies for Faculty Excel-
lence. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible enti-

ty’ means a consortium composed of institu-
tions of higher education that— 

‘‘(A) award doctoral degrees in education; 
and 

‘‘(B) are partner institutions (as such term 
is defined in section 203). 

‘‘(2) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘eligible entity’ 
may include the following: 

‘‘(A) Institutions of higher education 
that— 

‘‘(i) do not award doctoral degrees in edu-
cation; and 

‘‘(ii) are partner institutions (as such term 
is defined in section 203). 

‘‘(B) Nonprofit entities with expertise in 
preparing highly qualified teachers. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—An eligible entity desir-
ing to receive a grant under this section 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Secretary 
may require, including— 

‘‘(1) a description of how the eligible entity 
will provide professional development that is 
grounded in scientifically based research to 
faculty; 

‘‘(2) evidence that the eligible entity is 
well versed in current scientifically based re-
search related to teaching and learning 
across content areas and fields; 

‘‘(3) a description of the assessment that 
the eligible entity will undertake to deter-
mine the most critical needs of the faculty 
who will be served by the Academies for Fac-
ulty Excellence; and 

‘‘(4) a description of the activities the eli-
gible entity will carry out with grant funds 
received under this section, how the entity 
will include faculty in the activities, and 
how the entity will conduct these activities 
in collaboration with programs and projects 
that receive Federal funds from the Institute 
of Education Sciences. 

‘‘(d) REQUIRED USE OF FUNDS.—Each eligi-
ble entity that receives a grant under this 
section shall use the grant funds to enhance 
the caliber of teaching undertaken in prepa-
ration programs for teachers, early child-
hood education providers, and principals and 
other administrators through the establish-
ment and maintenance of a postdoctoral sys-
tem of professional development by carrying 
out the following: 

‘‘(1) RECRUITMENT.—Recruit a faculty of 
experts who are knowledgeable about sci-
entifically based research related to teach-
ing and learning, who have direct experience 
working with teachers and students in 
school settings, who are capable of imple-
menting scientifically based research to im-
prove teaching practice and student achieve-
ment in school settings, and who are capable 
of providing professional development to fac-
ulty and others responsible for preparing 
teachers, early childhood education pro-
viders, principals, and administrators. 

‘‘(2) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT CUR-
RICULA.—Develop a series of professional de-
velopment curricula to be used by the Acad-
emies for Faculty Excellence and dissemi-
nated broadly to teacher preparation pro-
grams nationwide. 

‘‘(3) PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT EXPERI-
ENCES.—Support the development of a range 
of ongoing professional development experi-
ences (including the use of the Internet) for 
faculty to ensure that such faculty are 
knowledgeable about effective evidence- 
based practice in teaching and learning. 
Such experiences shall promote joint faculty 
activities that link content and pedagogy. 

‘‘(4) DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS.—Provide fel-
lowships, scholarships, and stipends for 
teacher educators to participate in various 
faculty development programs offered by the 
Academies for Faculty Excellence. 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $10,000,000 for fiscal 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5209 April 26, 2007 
year 2008 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 5 succeeding fiscal years.’’. 
SEC. 11. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 211 of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1030), as redesignated by sec-
tion 10, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘part $300,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘part, other than 
section 210, $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2008’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘4 succeeding’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘5 succeeding’’; 

(3) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘45’’ and 
inserting ‘‘20’’; 

(4) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘45’’ and 
inserting ‘‘60’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘10’’ and 
inserting ‘‘20’’. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 1232. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of Health and Human Services, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Edu-
cation, to develop a voluntary policy 
for managing the risk of food allergy 
and anaphylaxis in schools, to estab-
lish school-based food allergy manage-
ment grants, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Food Allergy 
and Anaphylaxis Management Act of 
2007. Food allergies are an increasing 
food safety and public health concern 
in this country, especially among 
young children. I know firsthand just 
how frightening food allergies can be in 
a young person’s life. My own family 
has been personally touched by this 
troubling condition and we continue to 
struggle with it each and every day. 
Sadly, there is no cure for food aller-
gies. 

In the past 5 years, the number of 
Americans with food allergies has near-
ly doubled from 6 million to almost 12 
million. While food allergies were at 
one time considered relatively infre-
quent, today they rank 3rd among com-
mon chronic diseases in children under 
18 years of age. Peanuts are among sev-
eral allergenic foods that can produce 
life threatening allergic reactions in 
susceptible children. Peanut allergies 
have doubled among school age chil-
dren from 1997–2002. 

Clearly, food allergies are of great 
concern for school age children nation-
wide, and yet, there are no federal 
guidelines concerning the management 
of life threatening food allergies in our 
Nation’s schools. 

I have heard from parents, teachers 
and school administrators that stu-
dents with severe food allergies often 
face inconsistent food allergy manage-
ment approaches when they change 
schools. Too often, families are not 
aware of the food allergy policy at 
their children’s school, or the policy is 
vastly different from the one they 
knew at their previous school, and they 
are left wondering whether their child 
is safe. 

Recently, Connecticut became the 
first State to enact school-based guide-
lines concerning food allergies and the 
prevention of life threatening incidents 
in schools. I am very proud of these ef-
forts, and I know that the parents of 

children who suffer from food allergies 
in Connecticut have confidence that 
their children are safe throughout the 
school day. States such as Massachu-
setts and Tennessee have enacted simi-
lar guidelines and Vermont, New Jer-
sey, Arizona, Michigan and New York 
have either passed or have pending leg-
islation to enact statewide guidelines. 
But too many States across the coun-
try have food allergy management 
guidelines that are inconsistent from 
one school district to the next. The re-
sult is a patchwork of guidelines that 
not only may vary from state to state, 
but also from school district to school 
district. 

In my view, this lack of consistency 
underscores the need for enactment of 
uniform Federal policies that school 
districts can choose to adopt and im-
plement. For this reason, I am intro-
ducing the Food Allergy and Anaphy-
laxis Management Act of 2007 today to 
address the growing need for uniform 
and consistent school-based food al-
lergy management policy. The bill I 
am introducing today closely mirrors 
legislation I introduced last Congress 
with former Senator Frist. I thank him 
for his past leadership and commit-
ment to this important legislation. 

The legislation does two things. 
First, it directs the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Edu-
cation, to develop and make available 
voluntary food allergy management 
guidelines for preventing exposure to 
food allergens and assuring a prompt 
response when a student suffers a po-
tentially fatal anaphylactic reaction. 
The guidelines developed by the Sec-
retary are voluntary, not mandatory. 
Under the legislation, each school dis-
trict across the country can volun-
tarily choose to implement these 
guidelines. The intent of the legisla-
tion is not to mandate individual 
school policy, but rather to provide for 
consistency of policies relating to 
school-based food allergy management 
by providing schools with consistent 
guidelines at the Federal level. 

Second, the bill provides for incen-
tive grants to school districts to assist 
them with adoption and implementa-
tion of the federal government’s al-
lergy management guidelines in all K– 
12 public schools. 

I would like to recognize the leader-
ship of Congresswoman NITA LOWEY 
who is introducing companion legisla-
tion today in the House of Representa-
tives. She has been a longstanding 
champion for children and for aware-
ness of the devastating impact of food 
allergies. I also wish to acknowledge 
and offer my sincere appreciation to 
the members of the Food Allergy and 
Anaphylaxis Network for their com-
mitment to this legislation and for 
raising public awareness, providing ad-
vocacy, and advancing research on be-
half of all individuals who suffer from 
food allergies. 

This legislation is supported by the 
Food Allergy and Anaphylaxis Network 

and the American Academy of Allergy, 
Asthma, and Immunology. I ask unani-
mous consent that letters of support 
from these organizations be printed in 
the RECORD. 

I hope that my colleagues in the Sen-
ate and in the House will consider and 
pass this important legislation before 
the end of the year so that the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services 
can begin work on developing national 
guidelines as soon as possible. School-
children across the country deserve 
nothing less than a safe and healthy 
learning environment. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the material was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ALLERGY, 
ASTHMA & IMMUNOLOGY, 

Washington, DC, April 26, 2007. 
Hon. CHRIS DODD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DODD: I am writing on be-
half of the American Academy of Allergy, 
Asthma and Immunology (AAAAI) to express 
our strong support for your legislation, the 
Food Allergy and Anaphylaxis Management 
Act of 2007, which would make available to 
schools appropriate guidelines for the man-
agement of students with food allergy who 
are at risk of anaphylactic shock. The 
AAAAI is the largest professional medical 
specialty organization in the United States 
representing allergists, asthma specialists, 
clinical immunologists, allied health profes-
sionals and others dedicated to improving 
the treatment of allergic diseases through 
research and education. 

The number of schoolchildren with food al-
lergies has increased dramatically in recent 
years. The policy developed under your bill 
would assist schools in preventing exposure 
to food allergens and assuring a prompt re-
sponse when a child suffers a potentially 
fatal anaphylactic reaction. 

Strict avoidance of the offending food is 
the only way to prevent an allergic reaction 
as there is no cure for food allergy. Fatali-
ties from anaphylaxis often result from de-
layed administration of epinephrine. The im-
portance of managing life-threatening food 
allergies in the school setting has been rec-
ognized by our own organization as well as 
the American Medical Association, the 
American Academy of Pediatrics, and the 
National Association of School Nurses. 

The American Academy of Allergy, Asth-
ma and Immunology applauds your efforts to 
address the need to assist schools with the 
policies and information needed to improve 
the management of children with food al-
lergy and avoid life-threatening reactions. 
We are pleased to endorse your legislation. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS B. CASALE, President. 

THE FOOD ALLERGY 
& ANAPHYLAXIS NETWORK, 
Washington, DC, April 26, 2007. 

Senator CHRISTOPHER DODD, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DODD: On behalf of the Food 
Allergy and Anaphylaxis Network (FAAN), I 
write to express strong support for the Food 
Allergy and Anaphylaxis Management Act of 
2007. This important piece of legislation di-
rects the Department of Health and Human 
Services to develop guidelines for schools to 
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prevent exposure to food allergens and as-
sure a prompt response when a child suffers 
a potentially fatal anaphylactic reaction. 

FAAN was established in 1991 to raise pub-
lic awareness, provide advocacy and edu-
cation, and advance research on behalf of the 
more than 12 million Americans affected by 
food allergies and anaphylaxis. FAAN has 
nearly 30,000 members worldwide, including 
families, dietitians, nurses, physicians, and 
school staff as well as representatives of gov-
ernment agencies and the food and pharma-
ceutical industries. 

An estimated 2 million school age children 
suffer from food allergies, for which there is 
no cure. Avoiding any and all products with 
allergy-causing ingredients is the only way 
to prevent potentially life-threatening reac-
tions for our children. Reactions often occur 
at school including severe anaphylaxis, 
which can kill within minutes unless epi-
nephrine (adrenaline) is administered. 
Deaths from anaphylaxis are usually a result 
of delayed administration of epinephrine. 
Nevertheless, there are no current, standard-
ized guidelines to help schools safely manage 
students with the disease. 

The Food Allergy and Anaphylaxis Net-
work applauds your effort to address the se-
riousness of food allergies and create a safe 
learning environment for those children who 
deal with these issues on a daily basis. We 
are pleased to endorse your legislation. 

Sincerely, 
ANNE MUNOZ FURLONG, 

Founder and CEO. 

S. 1232 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Food Al-
lergy and Anaphylaxis Management Act of 
2007’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds as follows: 
(1) Food allergy is an increasing food safe-

ty and public health concern in the United 
States, especially among students. 

(2) Peanut allergy doubled among children 
from 1997 to 2002. 

(3) In a 2004 survey of 400 elementary 
school nurses, 37 percent reported having at 
least 10 students with severe food allergies 
and 62 percent reported having at least 5. 

(4) Forty-four percent of the elementary 
school nurses surveyed reported that the 
number of students in their school with food 
allergy had increased over the past 5 years, 
while only 2 percent reported a decrease. 

(5) In a 2001 study of 32 fatal food-allergy 
induced anaphylactic reactions (the largest 
study of its kind to date), more than half (53 
percent) of the individuals were aged 18 or 
younger. 

(6) Eight foods account for 90 percent of all 
food-allergic reactions: milk, eggs, fish, 
shellfish, tree nuts, peanuts, wheat, and soy. 

(7) Currently, there is no cure for food al-
lergies; strict avoidance of the offending food 
is the only way to prevent a reaction. 

(8) Anaphylaxis is a systemic allergic reac-
tion that can kill within minutes. 

(9) Food-allergic reactions are the leading 
cause of anaphylaxis outside the hospital 
setting, accounting for an estimated 30,000 
emergency room visits, 2,000 hospitaliza-
tions, and 150 to 200 deaths each year in the 
United States. 

(10) Fatalities from anaphylaxis are associ-
ated with a delay in the administration of 
epinephrine (adrenaline), or when epineph-
rine was not administered at all. In a study 
of 13 food allergy-induced anaphylactic reac-
tions in school-age children (6 fatal and 7 
near fatal), only 2 of the children who died 

received epinephrine within 1 hour of ingest-
ing the allergen, and all but 1 of the children 
who survived received epinephrine within 30 
minutes. 

(11) The importance of managing life- 
threatening food allergies in the school set-
ting has been recognized by the American 
Medical Association, the American Academy 
of Pediatrics, the American Academy of Al-
lergy, Asthma and Immunology, the Amer-
ican College of Allergy, Asthma and Immu-
nology, and the National Association of 
School Nurses. 

(12) There are no Federal guidelines con-
cerning the management of life-threatening 
food allergies in the school setting. 

(13) Three-quarters of the elementary 
school nurses surveyed reported developing 
their own training guidelines. 

(14) Relatively few schools actually employ 
a full-time school nurse. Many are forced to 
cover more than 1 school, and are often in 
charge of hundreds if not thousands of stu-
dents. 

(15) Parents of students with severe food 
allergies often face entirely different food al-
lergy management approaches when their 
students change schools or school districts. 

(16) In a study of food allergy reactions in 
schools and day-care settings, delays in 
treatment were attributed to a failure to fol-
low emergency plans, calling parents instead 
of administering emergency medications, 
and an inability to administer epinephrine. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ESEA DEFINITIONS.—The terms ‘‘local 

educational agency’’, ‘‘secondary school’’, 
and ‘‘elementary school’’ have the meanings 
given the terms in section 9101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801). 

(2) SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘school’’ includes 
public— 

(A) kindergartens; 
(B) elementary schools; and 
(C) secondary schools. 
(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 

means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Education. 

SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF VOLUNTARY FOOD 
ALLERGY AND ANAPHYLAXIS MAN-
AGEMENT POLICY. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall— 

(1) develop a policy to be used on a vol-
untary basis to manage the risk of food al-
lergy and anaphylaxis in schools; and 

(2) make such policy available to local edu-
cational agencies and other interested indi-
viduals and entities to be implemented on a 
voluntary basis only. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The voluntary policy devel-
oped by the Secretary under subsection (a) 
shall contain guidelines that address each of 
the following: 

(1) Parental obligation to provide the 
school, prior to the start of every school 
year, with— 

(A) documentation from the student’s phy-
sician or nurse— 

(i) supporting a diagnosis of food allergy 
and the risk of anaphylaxis; 

(ii) identifying any food to which the stu-
dent is allergic; 

(iii) describing, if appropriate, any prior 
history of anaphylaxis; 

(iv) listing any medication prescribed for 
the student for the treatment of anaphy-
laxis; 

(v) detailing emergency treatment proce-
dures in the event of a reaction; 

(vi) listing the signs and symptoms of a re-
action; and 

(vii) assessing the student’s readiness for 
self-administration of prescription medica-
tion; and 

(B) a list of substitute meals that may be 
offered to the student by school food service 
personnel. 

(2) The creation and maintenance of an in-
dividual health care plan tailored to the 
needs of each student with a documented 
risk for anaphylaxis, including any proce-
dures for the self-administration of medica-
tion by such students in instances where— 

(A) the students are capable of self-admin-
istering medication; and 

(B) such administration is not prohibited 
by State law. 

(3) Communication strategies between in-
dividual schools and local providers of emer-
gency medical services, including appro-
priate instructions for emergency medical 
response. 

(4) Strategies to reduce the risk of expo-
sure to anaphylactic causative agents in 
classrooms and common school areas such as 
cafeterias. 

(5) The dissemination of information on 
life-threatening food allergies to school 
staff, parents, and students, if appropriate by 
law. 

(6) Food allergy management training of 
school personnel who regularly come into 
contact with students with life-threatening 
food allergies. 

(7) The authorization and training of 
school personnel to administer epinephrine 
when the school nurse is not immediately 
available. 

(8) The timely accessibility of epinephrine 
by school personnel when the nurse is not 
immediately available. 

(9) Extracurricular programs such as non- 
academic outings and field trips, before- and 
after-school programs, and school-sponsored 
programs held on weekends that are ad-
dressed in the individual health care plan. 

(10) The collection and publication of data 
for each administration of epinephrine to a 
student at risk for anaphylaxis. 

(c) RELATION TO STATE LAW.—Nothing in 
this Act or the policy developed by the Sec-
retary under subsection (a) shall be con-
strued to preempt State law, including any 
State law regarding whether students at risk 
for anaphylaxis may self-administer medica-
tion. 
SEC. 5. SCHOOL-BASED FOOD ALLERGY MANAGE-

MENT GRANTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may award 

grants of not more than $50,000 to local edu-
cational agencies to assist such agencies 
with implementing voluntary food allergy 
management guidelines described in section 
4. 

(b) APPLICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a 

grant under this section, a local educational 
agency shall submit an application to the 
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and 
including such information as the Secretary 
may reasonably require. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each application submitted 
under paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) a certification that the food allergy 
management guidelines described in section 
4 have been adopted by the local educational 
agency; 

(B) a description of the activities to be 
funded by the grant in carrying out the food 
allergy management guidelines, including— 

(i) how the guidelines will be carried out at 
individual schools served by the local edu-
cational agency; 

(ii) how the local educational agency will 
inform parents and students of the food al-
lergy management guidelines in place; 

(iii) how school nurses, teachers, adminis-
trators, and other school-based staff will be 
made aware of, and given training on, when 
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applicable, the food allergy management 
guidelines in place; and 

(iv) any other activities that the Secretary 
determines appropriate; 

(C) an itemization of how grant funds re-
ceived under this section will be expended; 

(D) a description of how adoption of the 
guidelines and implementation of grant ac-
tivities will be monitored; and 

(E) an agreement by the local educational 
agency to report information required by the 
Secretary to conduct evaluations under this 
section. 

(c) USE OF FUNDS.—Each local educational 
agency that receives a grant under this sec-
tion may use the grant funds for the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Creation of systems and databases re-
lated to creation, storage, and maintenance 
of student records. 

(2) Purchase of equipment or services, or 
both, related to the creation, storage, and 
maintenance of student records. 

(3) In partnership with local health depart-
ments, school nurse, teacher, and personnel 
training for food allergy management. 

(4) Purchase and storage of limited medical 
supplies, including epinephrine and dispos-
able wet wipes. 

(5) Programs that educate students as to 
the presence of, and policies and procedures 
in place related to, food allergies and 
anaphylactic shock. 

(6) Outreach to parents. 
(7) Any other activities consistent with the 

guidelines described in section 4. 
(d) DURATION OF AWARDS.—The Secretary 

may award grants under this section for a 
period of not more than 2 years. In the event 
the Secretary conducts a program evaluation 
under this section, funding in the second 
year of the grant, where applicable, shall be 
contingent on a successful program evalua-
tion by the Secretary after the first year. 

(e) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ANNUAL 
AWARDS.—A grant awarded under this sec-
tion may not be made in an amount that is 
more than $50,000 annually. 

(f) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to local educational agencies that re-
ceive Federal funding under title I of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.). 

(g) ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS.—A local edu-
cational agency that receives a grant under 
this section may use not more than 2 percent 
of the grant amount for administrative costs 
related to carrying out this section. 

(h) PROGRESS AND EVALUATIONS.—At the 
completion of the grant period referred to in 
subsection (d), a local educational agency 
shall provide the Secretary with information 
on the status of implementation of the food 
allergy management guidelines described in 
section 4. 

(i) SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT.—Grant 
funds received under this section shall be 
used to supplement, and not supplant, non- 
Federal funds and any other Federal funds 
available to carry out the activities de-
scribed in this section. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $30,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2008 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 
SEC. 6. VOLUNTARY NATURE OF POLICY AND 

GUIDELINES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The policy developed by 

the Secretary under section 4(a) and the food 
allergy management guidelines contained in 
such policy are voluntary. Nothing in this 
Act or the policy developed by the Secretary 
under section 4(a) shall be construed to re-
quire a local educational agency or school to 
implement such policy or guidelines. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), the Secretary may enforce an 

agreement by a local educational agency to 
implement food allergy management guide-
lines as a condition on the receipt of a grant 
under section 5. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself and 
Mr. CRAIG): 

S. 1233. A bill to provide and enhance 
intervention, rehabilitive treatment, 
and services to veterans with trau-
matic brain injury, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today I, 
along with my good friend and ranking 
member, Senator CRAIG, introduce 
comprehensive legislation to improve 
the capacity of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to care for veterans with 
traumatic brain injuries, otherwise re-
ferred to as TBI. 

TBI has become the signature wound 
of the Iraq war. Blast injuries account 
for over 60 percent of all combat 
wounds suffered by U.S. forces in Iraq. 
The brain can be harmed by the shock 
of an explosion, or by rattling or strik-
ing of the head as a consequence of the 
explosion. The high incidence of power-
ful explosive attacks means that poten-
tially thousands of OIF/OEF veterans 
have incurred some form of brain dam-
age or impairment. Many servicemem-
bers who would have perished from 
their wounds in earlier conflicts are 
now saved by modern body armor and 
rapid medical evacuation. Although 
these individuals survive, many of 
them suffer brain damage in addition 
to other injuries. There must be new 
approaches to best meet the health 
care needs of these veterans. 

On March 27, 2007, I chaired a Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs hearing on 
VA’s ability to deal with war injuries, 
including TBI. The provisions of this 
bill are a direct outgrowth of that 
hearing and the testimony given by 
those who suffer with TBI. 

This bill addresses the immediate 
needs of veterans with TBI for high- 
quality rehabilitation in their commu-
nities, and provides VA clinicians with 
increased resources to develop the ex-
pertise and capacity to meet the life-
long needs of these veterans. The bill 
has seven core provisions, and author-
izes a total of $63 million over 6 years 
to support new TBI-related initiatives. 
While this amounts to significant new 
funding, every dollar was included in 
our Committee’s Views and Estimates 
Letter to the Budget Committee, and 
was subsequently included in the Sen-
ate-passed Budget Resolution. 

I will highlight a few of the provi-
sions of this legislation: 

First, VA health care providers 
would be required to develop a com-
prehensive rehabilitation and commu-
nity reintegration plan for each vet-
eran with TBI. A diverse team of VA 
health care providers would be required 
to review and refine the plan to adapt 
to the needs of the veteran. Giving an 
injured veteran or their caregiver an 
opportunity to request a review of the 
rehabilitation plan would ensure VA’s 
responsiveness to the needs of these in-

dividuals. This provision stems directly 
from the hearing testimony of Denise 
Mettie, whose severely injured son 
Evan went for months without a coher-
ent, well-thought-out rehabilitation 
plan. 

Second, as we heard from the story 
by ABC news anchor Bob Woodruff, 
who himself suffered a TBI, VA’s four 
lead polytrauma centers have devel-
oped significant expertise in rehabilita-
tive care, but most other VA facilities 
lack capacity for specialized TBI serv-
ices. The bill would require VA to im-
plement the individualized plan 
through outside providers in cases 
where VA is unable to provide the re-
quired intensity of care or the veteran 
lives too far away to make VA treat-
ment feasible. This provision is in-
spired by the hearing testimony of Dr. 
Bruce Gans, who called for greater pri-
vate sector involvement in veterans’ 
rehabilitation in those cases where VA 
lacks capacity or geographic reach. 
Our goal is to ensure that VA care is 
the finest in the country. When VA 
cannot adequately serve veterans with 
TBI, community providers need to be 
utilized. 

Third, care for veterans with severe 
TBI often leads to nursing home care. 
This legislation would give VA pro-
viders, in collaboration with the De-
fense and Veterans Brain Injury Cen-
ter, the ability to conduct innovative 
research and treatment to ‘‘re-awak-
en’’ veterans with severe TBI, by mak-
ing $15 million available for research 
and care over 5 years. 

Finally, the legislation makes avail-
able $48 million over 6 years for VA to 
maximize the independence, quality of 
life, and community reintegration of 
veterans with TBI who are unable to 
manage routine activities of daily liv-
ing. These funds would be available for 
an assisted living pilot program for 
those with TBI, so that veterans who 
might otherwise be forced into institu-
tional long-term care will instead have 
an opportunity to live in group homes 
or under other arrangements. The bill 
also requires special consideration for 
rural veteran participation in this pilot 
program. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this innovative and comprehensive leg-
islation, which will bring hope and 
progress to many brain injured vet-
erans and their families. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1233 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Veterans Traumatic Brain Injury Reha-
bilitation Act of 2007’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
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Sec. 2. Sense of Congress on Department of 

Veterans Affairs efforts in the 
rehabilitation and reintegra-
tion of veterans with traumatic 
brain injury. 

Sec. 3. Individual rehabilitation and com-
munity reintegration plans for 
veterans and others with trau-
matic brain injury. 

Sec. 4. Use of non-Department of Veterans 
Affairs facilities for implemen-
tation of rehabilitation and 
community reintegration plans 
for traumatic brain injury. 

Sec. 5. Research, education, and clinical 
care program on severe trau-
matic brain injury. 

Sec. 6. Pilot program on assisted living serv-
ices for veterans with trau-
matic brain injury. 

Sec. 7. Age-appropriate nursing home care. 
Sec. 8. Research on traumatic brain injury. 
SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON DEPARTMENT 

OF VETERANS AFFAIRS EFFORTS IN 
THE REHABILITATION AND RE-
INTEGRATION OF VETERANS WITH 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the Department of Veterans Affairs 

should have the capacity and expertise to 
provide veterans who have a traumatic brain 
injury with patient-centered health care, re-
habilitation, and community integration 
services that are comparable to or exceed 
similar care and services available to per-
sons with such injuries in the academic and 
private sector; 

(2) rehabilitation for veterans who have a 
traumatic brain injury should be individual-
ized, comprehensive, and multidisciplinary 
with the goals of optimizing the independ-
ence of such veterans and reintegrating them 
into their communities; 

(3) family support is integral to the reha-
bilitation and community reintegration of 
veterans who have sustained a traumatic 
brain injury, and the Department should pro-
vide the families of such veterans with edu-
cation and support; 

(4) the Department of Defense and Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs have made efforts 
to provide a smooth transition of medical 
care and rehabilitative services to individ-
uals as they transition from the health care 
system of the Department of Defense to that 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs, but 
more can be done to assist veterans and their 
families in the continuum of the rehabilita-
tion, recovery, and reintegration of wounded 
or injured veterans into their communities; 
and 

(5) in planning for rehabilitation and com-
munity reintegration of veterans who have a 
traumatic brain injury, it is necessary for 
the Department of Veterans Affairs to pro-
vide a system for life-long case management 
for such veterans. 
SEC. 3. INDIVIDUAL REHABILITATION AND COM-

MUNITY REINTEGRATION PLANS 
FOR VETERANS AND OTHERS WITH 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
17 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by inserting after section 1710B the following 
new section: 
‘‘§ 1710C. Traumatic brain injury: plans for 

rehabilitation and reintegration into the 
community 
‘‘(a) PLAN REQUIRED.—The Secretary shall, 

for each veteran or member of the Armed 
Forces who receives inpatient rehabilitation 
care from the Department for a traumatic 
brain injury— 

‘‘(1) develop an individualized plan for the 
rehabilitation and reintegration of such indi-
vidual into the community; and 

‘‘(2) provide such plan to such individual 
before such individual is discharged from in-
patient care. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—Each plan devel-
oped under subsection (a) shall include, for 
the individual covered by such plan, the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) Rehabilitation objectives for improv-
ing the physical, cognitive, vocational, and 
psychosocial functioning of such individual 
with the goal of maximizing the independ-
ence and reintegration of such individual 
into the community. 

‘‘(2) A description of specific interventions, 
rehabilitative treatments, and other services 
to achieve the objectives described in para-
graph (2), which description shall set forth 
the type, frequency, duration, and location 
of such interventions, treatments, and serv-
ices. 

‘‘(3) The name of the case manager des-
ignated in accordance with subsection (d) to 
be responsible for the implementation of 
such plan. 

‘‘(4) Dates on which the effectiveness of the 
plan will be reviewed in accordance with sub-
section (f). 

‘‘(c) COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each plan developed 

under subsection (a) shall be based upon a 
comprehensive assessment, developed in ac-
cordance with paragraph (2), of— 

‘‘(A) the physical, cognitive, vocational, 
and psychosocial impairments of such indi-
vidual; and 

‘‘(B) the family education and family sup-
port needs of such individual after discharge 
from inpatient care. 

‘‘(2) FORMATION.—The comprehensive as-
sessment required under paragraph (1) with 
respect to an individual is a comprehensive 
assessment of the matters set forth in that 
paragraph by a team, composed by the Sec-
retary for purposes of the assessment, from 
among individuals with expertise in trau-
matic brain injury as follows: 

‘‘(A) A neurologist. 
‘‘(B) A rehabilitation physician. 
‘‘(C) A social worker. 
‘‘(D) A neuropsychologist or neuropsy-

chiatrist. 
‘‘(E) A physical therapist. 
‘‘(F) A vocational rehabilitation specialist. 
‘‘(G) An occupational therapist. 
‘‘(H) A rehabilitation nurse. 
‘‘(I) Such other health care professionals as 

the Secretary considers appropriate, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(i) an audiologist; 
‘‘(ii) a blind rehabilitation specialist; 
‘‘(iii) a recreational therapist; 
‘‘(iv) a speech language pathologist; and 
‘‘(v) a low vision optometrist. 
‘‘(d) CASE MANAGER.—The Secretary shall 

designate a case manager for each individual 
described in subsection (a) to be responsible 
for the implementation of the plan required 
by such subsection for such individual. 

‘‘(e) PARTICIPATION AND COLLABORATION IN 
DEVELOPMENT OF PLANS.—(1) The Secretary 
shall involve each individual described in 
subsection (a), and the family of such indi-
vidual, in the development of the plan for 
such individual under that subsection to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall collaborate in the 
development of a plan for an individual 
under subsection (a) with an individual with 
expertise in the protection of, and advocacy 
for, individuals with traumatic brain injury 
if— 

‘‘(A) the individual covered by such plan 
requests such collaboration; or 

‘‘(B) if such individual is incapacitated, the 
family or guardian of such individual re-
quests such collaboration. 

‘‘(3) In the case of a plan required by sub-
section (a) for a member of the Armed Forces 
who is on active duty, the Secretary shall 
collaborate with the Secretary of Defense in 
the development of such plan. 

‘‘(4) In developing vocational rehabilita-
tion objectives required under subsection 
(b)(2) and in conducting the assessment re-
quired under subsection (c), the Secretary 
shall act through the Under Secretary for 
Health in coordination with the Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Employment Service of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

‘‘(f) EVALUATION.— 
‘‘(1) PERIODIC REVIEW BY SECRETARY.—The 

Secretary shall periodically review the effec-
tiveness of each plan developed under sub-
section (a). The Secretary shall refine each 
such plan as the Secretary considers appro-
priate in light of such review. 

‘‘(2) REQUEST FOR REVIEW BY VETERANS.—In 
addition to the periodic review required by 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall conduct a 
review of the plan of a veteran under para-
graph (1) at the request of such veteran, or in 
the case that such veteran is incapacitated, 
at the request of the guardian or the des-
ignee of such veteran.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 17 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1710B the following 
new item: 
‘‘1710C. Traumatic brain injury: plans for re-

habilitation and reintegration 
into the community.’’. 

SEC. 4. USE OF NON-DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS FACILITIES FOR IMPLE-
MENTATION OF REHABILITATION 
AND COMMUNITY REINTEGRATION 
PLANS FOR TRAUMATIC BRAIN IN-
JURY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
17 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by inserting after section 1710C, as added by 
section 3 of this Act, the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 1710D. Traumatic brain injury: use of non- 

Department facilities for rehabilitation 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 

1710(a)(4) of this title and subsection (b) of 
this section, the Secretary shall provide 
intervention, rehabilitative treatment, or 
services to implement a plan developed 
under section 1710C of this title at a non-De-
partment facility with which the Secretary 
has entered into an agreement for such pur-
pose, to an individual— 

‘‘(1) who is described in subsection (a) of 
such section; and 

‘‘(2)(A) to whom the Secretary is unable to 
provide such intervention, treatment, or 
services at the frequency or for the duration 
prescribed in such plan; or 

‘‘(B) who resides at such distance, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, from a Department 
medical facility as to make the implementa-
tion of such plan through a Department fa-
cility infeasible or impracticable. 

‘‘(b) STANDARDS.—The Secretary may not 
provide intervention, treatment, or services 
as described in subsection (a) at a non-De-
partment facility under such subsection un-
less such facility maintains standards for the 
provision of such intervention, treatment, or 
services established by an independent, peer- 
reviewed organization that accredits special-
ized rehabilitation programs for adults with 
traumatic brain injury.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 17 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1710C, as added by 
section 3 of this Act, the following new item: 
‘‘1710D. Traumatic brain injury: use of non- 

Department facilities for reha-
bilitation.’’. 

SEC. 5. RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND CLINICAL 
CARE PROGRAM ON SEVERE TRAU-
MATIC BRAIN INJURY. 

(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—Subchapter II of 
chapter 73 of title 38, United States Code, is 
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amended by inserting after section 7330 the 
following new section: 
‘‘§ 7330A. Severe traumatic brain injury re-

search, education, and clinical care pro-
gram 
‘‘(a) PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Secretary 

shall establish a program on research, edu-
cation, and clinical care to provide intensive 
neuro-rehabilitation to veterans with a se-
vere traumatic brain injury, including vet-
erans in a minimally conscious state who 
would otherwise receive nursing home care. 

‘‘(b) COLLABORATION REQUIRED.—The Sec-
retary shall establish the program required 
by subsection (a) in collaboration with the 
Defense and Veterans Brain Injury Center of 
the Department of Defense and academic in-
stitutions selected by the Secretary from 
among institutions having an expertise in re-
search in neuro-rehabilitation. 

‘‘(c) EDUCATION REQUIRED.—As part of the 
program required by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall conduct educational programs 
on recognizing and diagnosing mild and mod-
erate cases of traumatic brain injury. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary for each of fiscal years 2008 
through 2012, $3,000,000 to carry out the pro-
gram required by subsection (a).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 73 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 7330 the following 
new item: 
‘‘7330A. Severe traumatic brain injury re-

search, education, and clinical 
care program.’’. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall submit to 
Congress a report on the research to be con-
ducted under the program required by sec-
tion 7330A of title 38, United States Code, as 
added by subsection (a). 
SEC. 6. PILOT PROGRAM ON ASSISTED LIVING 

SERVICES FOR VETERANS WITH 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY. 

(a) PILOT PROGRAM.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall carry 
out a pilot program to assess the effective-
ness of providing assisted living services to 
eligible veterans to enhance the rehabilita-
tion, quality of life, and community integra-
tion of such veterans. 

(b) DURATION OF PROGRAM.—The pilot pro-
gram shall be carried out during the five- 
year period beginning on the date of the 
commencement of the pilot program. 

(c) PROGRAM LOCATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The pilot program shall be 

carried out at locations selected by the Sec-
retary for purposes of the pilot program. Of 
the locations so selected— 

(A) at least one shall be in each health care 
region of the Veterans Health Administra-
tion that contains a polytrauma center of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs; and 

(B) any other locations shall be in areas 
that contain high concentrations of veterans 
with traumatic brain injury, as determined 
by the Secretary. 

(2) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION FOR VETERANS IN 
RURAL AREAS.—Special consideration shall be 
given to provide veterans in rural areas with 
an opportunity to participate in the pilot 
program. 

(d) PROVISION OF ASSISTED LIVING SERV-
ICES.— 

(1) AGREEMENTS.—In carrying out the pilot 
program, the Secretary may enter into 
agreements for the provision of assisted liv-
ing services on behalf of eligible veterans 
with either of the following: 

(A) A provider of services that has entered 
into a provider agreement under section 

1866(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395cc(a)). 

(B) A provider participating under a State 
plan under title XIX of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396 et seq.). 

(2) STANDARDS.—The Secretary may not 
place, transfer, or admit a veteran to any fa-
cility for assisted living services under this 
program unless the Secretary determines 
that the facility meets such standards as the 
Secretary may prescribe for purposes of the 
pilot program. Such standards shall, to the 
extent practicable, be consistent with the 
standards of Federal, State, and local agen-
cies charged with the responsibility of li-
censing or otherwise regulating or inspecting 
such facilities. 

(e) CONTINUATION OF CASE MANAGEMENT 
AND REHABILITATION SERVICES.—In carrying 
the pilot program under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall continue to provide each vet-
eran who is receiving assisted living services 
under the pilot program with rehabilitative 
services and shall designate Department 
health-care employees to furnish case man-
agement services for veterans participating 
in the pilot program. 

(f) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 

after the completion of the pilot program, 
the Secretary shall submit to the congres-
sional veterans affairs committees a report 
on the pilot program. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) A description of the pilot program. 
(B) An assessment of the utility of the ac-

tivities under the pilot program in enhanc-
ing the rehabilitation, quality of life, and 
community reintegration of veterans with 
traumatic brain injury. 

(C) Such recommendations as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate regarding the 
extension or expansion of the pilot program. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘assisted living services’’ 

means services of a facility in providing 
room, board, and personal care for and super-
vision of residents for their health, safety, 
and welfare. 

(2) The term ‘‘case management services’’ 
includes the coordination and facilitation of 
all services furnished to a veteran by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, either directly 
or through contract, including assessment of 
needs, planning, referral (including referral 
for services to be furnished by the Depart-
ment, either directly or through a contract, 
or by an entity other than the Department), 
monitoring, reassessment, and followup. 

(3) The term ‘‘congressional veterans af-
fairs committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of 
the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of 
the House of Representatives. 

(4) The term ‘‘eligible veteran’’ means a 
veteran who— 

(A) is enrolled in the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs health care system; 

(B) has received treatment for traumatic 
brain injury from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs; 

(C) is unable to manage routine activities 
of daily living without supervision and as-
sistance; and 

(D) could reasonably be expected to receive 
ongoing services after the end of the pilot 
program under this section under another 
government program or through other 
means. 

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to carry out 
this section, $8,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2008 through 2013. 

SEC. 7. AGE-APPROPRIATE NURSING HOME CARE. 
(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that young 

veterans who are injured or disabled through 
military service and require long-term care 
should have access to age-appropriate nurs-
ing home care. 

(b) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE AGE-APPRO-
PRIATE NURSING HOME CARE.—Section 1710A 
of title 38, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection (c): 

‘‘(c) The Secretary shall ensure that nurs-
ing home care provided under subsection (a) 
is provided in an age-appropriate manner.’’. 
SEC. 8. RESEARCH ON TRAUMATIC BRAIN IN-

JURY. 
(a) INCLUSION OF RESEARCH ON TRAUMATIC 

BRAIN INJURY UNDER ONGOING RESEARCH 
PROGRAMS.—The Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall, in carrying out research pro-
grams and activities under the provisions of 
law referred to in subsection (b), ensure that 
such programs and activities include re-
search on the sequelae of traumatic brain in-
jury, including— 

(1) research on visually-related neuro-
logical conditions; 

(2) research on seizure disorders; and 
(3) research on means of improving the di-

agnosis, treatment, and prevention of such 
sequelae. 

(b) RESEARCH AUTHORITIES.—The provi-
sions of law referred to in this subsection are 
the following: 

(1) Section 3119 of title 38, United States 
Code, relating to rehabilitation research and 
special projects. 

(2) Section 7303 of title 38, United States 
Code, relating to research programs of the 
Veterans Health Administration. 

(3) Section 7327 of title 38, United States 
Code, relating to research, education, and 
clinical activities on complex multi-trauma 
associated with combat injuries. 

(c) COLLABORATION.—In carrying out the 
research required by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall collaborate with facilities that— 

(1) conduct research on rehabilitation for 
individuals with traumatic brain injury; and 

(2) receive grants for such research from 
the National Institute on Disability and Re-
habilitation Research of the Department of 
Education. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committees on 
Veterans’ Affairs of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report describing 
in comprehensive detail the research to be 
carried out in order to fulfill the require-
ment in subsection (a). 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise 
today as the Ranking Member of the 
Senate Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
to join my distinguished colleague, 
Senator AKAKA, who serves as the 
Chairman of the Committee, in intro-
ducing this important legislation to as-
sist veterans who suffer from a trau-
matic brain injury. 

Every so often an issue of incredible 
importance confronts this institution 
and government as whole. And when it 
does, it is critical that we here in Con-
gress cut through the politics of this 
institution and the red tape of govern-
ment and do what is right and nec-
essary for Americans in need. The bill 
Senator AKAKA and I are introducing 
today is one of those times and vet-
erans with traumatic brain injury is 
one of those issues. 

Sadly, hundreds and perhaps even 
thousands of our dedicated servicemen 
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and women are returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan with mild, moderate, and 
even severe head trauma. Improvised 
Explosive Devices detonating regularly 
throughout Iraq have exposed our sol-
diers, sailors, airmen and Marines to 
countless instances in which a TBI can 
occur. The long-term consequences of 
these injuries are, in many ways, un-
known to us. There’s so much modern 
medicine doesn’t know about how the 
brain functions, let alone how little we 
know about the consequences of small 
changes in its functioning. 

Still, it is incumbent on us to do ev-
erything in our power to provide the 
best care and services to those service-
members and veterans in need of TBI 
care and rehabilitation. To that end, 
Senator AKAKA and I believe that qual-
ity TBI care must include certain ele-
ments, which this legislation would im-
pose on VA. 

Most important among these new re-
quirements is the directive for VA to 
provide every veteran who has an inpa-
tient stay for a TBI with an individual 
plan for rehabilitation and reintegra-
tion. This may sound to many of my 
colleagues like a very simple, and thus 
unimportant, requirement. But, I be-
lieve it is a critical component of re-
covery. 

It is a requirement that patients, 
families, doctors, nurses, social work-
ers, etc., sit down and develop a de-
tailed plan to maximize the chances of 
recovery and independent living at 
some point in the future for an injured 
servicemember or veteran. In short, it 
is the start of the road to recovery. 

In addition to the requirement for in-
dividual plans, VA must be given some 
flexibility to seek out private care 
services when the situation or the se-
verity of the traumatic brain injury 
calls for it. This legislation would es-
tablish the parameters for receipt of 
that care and I believe send an impor-
tant message to VA and our wounded 
veterans that we want the best care 
possible regardless of whether it is ob-
tained through a door with the letters 
V–A over them or through a door with 
a different name. 

Also, this bill would establish a re-
search, clinical care, and education 
program for traumatic brain injury. 
The program would be modeled on VA’s 
very successful Mental Illness Re-
search, Education and Clinical Care 
program as well as the special pro-
grams for Parkinson’s disease and geri-
atric medicine. The nation must invest 
in learning more about the debilitating 
conditions that accompany a trau-
matic brain injury so that one day we 
might look forward to better treat-
ment and, most importantly, a better 
quality of life for these heroes. 

Finally, the legislation would create 
a pilot program for assisted living for 
veterans with severe traumatic brain 
injury. I recognize that generally as-
sisted living is not a program that VA 
has embraced in the past. But, the 
sheer number of those suffering with 
TBI and the severity of those condi-

tions demand that we once again con-
sider assisted living as a viable means 
of providing some quality of life to vet-
erans and their families. And I am 
proud that assisted living will once 
again be a component of care provided 
by VA. 

I urge all of my colleagues to cospon-
sor this legislation. The Chairman and 
I are very proud of the work we’ve done 
together in this legislation. I see a lot 
of progress in VA with respect to the 
care they are providing all of our 
wounded soldiers and veterans. But, 
more can be done. 

I think this bill will move VA further 
in the direction they are heading and 
provide veterans with traumatic brain 
injuries an opportunity to achieve a 
full and productive life. 

With that, again, I want to again 
thank Chairman AKAKA for his work. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for him-
self and Mrs. CLINTON): 

S. 1234. A bill to strengthen the li-
ability of parent companies for viola-
tions of sanctions by foreign entities, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to introduce the Stop Busi-
ness With Terrorists Act of 2007. Sen-
ator CLINTON is joining me as an origi-
nal cosponsor of this important bill. 
This bill will shut down a source of rev-
enue that flows to terrorists and rogue 
regimes that threaten our nation’s se-
curity. 

President Bush has made the state-
ment that money is the lifeblood of 
terrorist operations. He could not be 
more right. Amazingly, some of our 
corporations are providing revenue to 
terrorists by doing business with these 
rogue regimes. My bill is simple. It 
closes a loophole in the law that allows 
American companies to do business 
with our enemies. 

Our current sanctions laws prohibit 
United States companies from doing 
business directly with Iran, but the law 
contains a loophole. It enables an 
American company to create a foreign- 
based subsidiary that can do business 
with that prohibited country. As long 
as this loophole is in place, our sanc-
tions laws have no teeth. 

My bill will close this loophole once 
and for all and will cut off a major 
source of revenue for terrorists. It will 
require foreign subsidiaries that are 
majority controlled by a U.S. parent 
company to follow U.S. sanctions laws. 
For those companies that would need 
to divest from such a situation, they 
would have 90 days to do so. This is a 
simple concept with significant im-
pact. 

It is critical that we starve these 
rogue regimes and the terrorists they 
support at the source. Of the compa-
nies that are taking advantage of this 
loophole, the country that has bene-
fited the most has been Iran. And as we 
know, Iran funds Hamas, Hezbollah, 
the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and 

other terrorist organizations. We 
should not allow American-controlled 
companies to provide cash to Iran so 
that they can convert these funds into 
bullets and bombs to be used against us 
and our allies. 

It is inexcusable for American com-
panies to engage in any business prac-
tice that provides revenues to terror-
ists, and we have to stop it. I urge my 
colleagues to support this bill and to 
close the terror funding loophole. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1234 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Stop Busi-
ness with Terrorists Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ means a 

partnership, association, trust, joint ven-
ture, corporation, or other organization. 

(2) PARENT COMPANY.—The term ‘‘parent 
company’’ means an entity that is a United 
States person and— 

(A) the entity owns, directly or indirectly, 
more than 50 percent of the equity interest 
by vote or value in another entity; 

(B) board members or employees of the en-
tity hold a majority of board seats of an-
other entity; or 

(C) the entity otherwise controls or is able 
to control the actions, policies, or personnel 
decisions of another entity. 

(3) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a natural person who is a citizen of the 
United States or who owes permanent alle-
giance to the United States; and 

(B) an entity that is organized under the 
laws of the United States, any State or terri-
tory thereof, or the District of Columbia, if 
natural persons described in subparagraph 
(A) own, directly or indirectly, more than 50 
percent of the outstanding capital stock or 
other beneficial interest in such entity. 
SEC. 3. LIABILITY OF PARENT COMPANIES FOR 

VIOLATIONS OF SANCTIONS BY FOR-
EIGN ENTITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which an 
entity engages in an act outside the United 
States that, if committed in the United 
States or by a United States person, would 
violate the provisions of Executive Order 
12959 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note) or Executive Order 
13059 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note), or any other prohi-
bition on transactions with respect to Iran 
imposed under the authority of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the parent company 
of the entity shall be subject to the penalties 
for the act to the same extent as if the par-
ent company had engaged in the act. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (a) shall 
not apply to a parent company of an entity 
on which the President imposed a penalty for 
a violation described in subsection (a) that 
was in effect on the date of the enactment of 
this Act if the parent company divests or 
terminates its business with such entity not 
later than 90 days after such date of enact-
ment. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 1236. A bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 
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1965 regarding highly qualified teach-
ers, growth models, adequate yearly 
progress, Native American language 
programs, and parental involvement, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak about legislation I am in-
troducing entitled the School Account-
ability Improvements Act. We all know 
about No Child Left Behind, the Fed-
eral legislation that was introduced in 
2001. We recognize that NCLB made sig-
nificant changes to Federal require-
ments for school districts in our 
States. Many of these changes have 
been very positive and truly quite nec-
essary. Because of No Child Left Be-
hind, there is clearly more national at-
tention being paid to ensure that 
school districts and the States are held 
accountable for the achievement of 
students with disabilities and for those 
who are economically disadvantaged 
and for minority students. 

In Alaska, this has meant, for exam-
ple, that more of our urban school dis-
tricts are paying closer attention than 
ever to the needs of our Alaska Native 
students. People across the Nation are 
also more aware that a teacher’s 
knowledge of the subject matter and 
his or her ability to teach that subject 
are perhaps the most important factors 
in a child’s achievement in school. 
Teachers, parents, administrators, and 
communities have more data now than 
they have ever had, more data about 
the achievement of the individual stu-
dents and the subgroups of students 
and about our schools. With that data, 
we are making changes to school poli-
cies and procedures, and more students 
are now getting the help they need to 
succeed. 

While these are just a few of the posi-
tive effects of No Child Left Behind, we 
recognize there have been problems. 
This is not surprising, as it is quite dif-
ficult to write one law that will work 
for a large urban city such as New 
York City in the East and have that be 
made generally applicable to a small 
remote rural community such as 
Nuiqsuit, AK. 

My bill, the School Accountability 
Improvements Act, is meant to address 
five issues that we have identified in 
Alaska that are of particular concern 
to our State and of equal concern to 
other States. The first area we are fo-
cusing on would give flexibility to 
States regarding NCLB’s highly quali-
fied teacher requirements. In very 
small rural schools, particularly in my 
State, we will see a school where you 
have one teacher who is tasked with 
teaching multiple course subjects in 
the middle and in the high school 
grades. 

Under NCLB, the requirement is that 
the teacher must be highly qualified in 
each of these subject matter areas. But 
I have been listening to some of the 
teachers out in my remote commu-
nities. They may be hired to be the 
English teacher, but in a remote com-

munity with a small school, something 
may happen during the year. Say, the 
science teacher or the math teacher 
has left in the middle of the school 
year—not an uncommon situation— 
they are not able to get anyone into 
that school to help. So now the English 
teacher is tasked to teach another sub-
ject. 

Under NCLB, he or she would then be 
required to be highly qualified in every 
subject they teach. So what my legisla-
tion would allow is for middle and high 
school teachers who work in schools 
with fewer than 200 students and that 
have difficulty hiring and retaining 
qualified teachers in these areas to be 
deemed to be ‘‘highly qualified’’ if they 
have a degree or they pass a rigorous 
subject matter test in one of the core 
subjects they teach, as long as they 
can demonstrate they are highly effec-
tive at delivering instruction on a 
State-developed performance assess-
ment. 

We are doing this in the State of 
Alaska now, where essentially a teach-
er can demonstrate, through the use of 
a video, their teaching methodology. 
But we must recognize we will have sit-
uations in our smaller schools, in our 
rural schools, where in order to be 
highly qualified in every core subject 
area they are teaching, we simply are 
not able to meet that. So we are asking 
for a level of flexibility for the States. 

We recognize it is vital that the 
teachers know the subjects they teach. 
This is critical. But it is also unreason-
able to expect teachers in these very 
tiny schools to meet the current re-
quirements in every single subject they 
may end up teaching. It is almost im-
possible for school districts to find and 
then hire such teachers. So this provi-
sion is offered as a compromise in these 
limited situations. 

The second area the legislation fo-
cuses on is how we determine or how 
we calculate Adequate Yearly 
Progress. My legislation would require 
the U.S. Department of Education to 
approve a State’s use of a growth 
model for calculating Adequate Yearly 
Progress if that model meets the core 
requirements of No Child Left Behind. 

Now, we know it can be useful for 
teachers, certainly for the administra-
tors, to know how one group of third 
grade students, how one class compares 
to, say, the next year’s class. But it is 
much more useful for educators, stu-
dents, and parents to know how well 
each individual child has mastered 
each year’s State standards. 

As a parent, yes, I want to know how 
my son’s class is advancing as a whole. 
But as a parent, I want to know how he 
is doing from year to year, not just 
how his third grade class did and how 
the next class coming up behind him is 
going to do. I want to know what it 
means for me and my child as an indi-
vidual. 

Schools should be held accountable 
for how well they are addressing each 
child’s needs. Is the child proficient? Is 
he or she on track to be proficient? Or 

is he or she falling behind? These are 
things parents want to know. Are the 
schools making great progress in bring-
ing all children to great proficiency, or 
are they maybe just missing the mark, 
or are they having very systemic dif-
ficulties? We know so many of the 
States now have very robust data sys-
tems that will allow them to track this 
information. NCLB should allow them 
to use the statistical model that is 
going to be most useful. It will actu-
ally be the best indicator of how each 
child is doing. 

Another area the legislation address-
es is the issue of school choice and tu-
toring. As you know, No Child Left Be-
hind gives parents an opportunity to 
move their children out of a dysfunc-
tional school. If the school fails to 
meet AYP 2 years running, then the 
next choice that is offered the parent is 
your child can go to another school. In 
some parts of my State, that is geo-
graphically, physically impossible, and 
we have made accommodations around 
that. In the more urban school dis-
tricts in Alaska, what we have found is 
parents are not choosing, as a general 
rule, to exercise that option. They are 
looking for something else. The law re-
quires school districts to offer the 
school choice and to set aside funds to 
pay for the transportation in year 2 of 
improvement status. Then, in year 3, 
schools are required to offer tutoring if 
they reach that needs improvement 
status then. 

What I am suggesting in my legisla-
tion as to school choice is that moving 
children in year 2, if we fail to meet 
Adequate Yearly Progress, is too early 
in the process. Schools should be given 
the opportunity to address their defi-
ciencies first, addressing them first 
within the school before they transport 
the students all over town. I think 
most parents agree with this. This is 
why, at least in Alaska, we are seeing 
fewer than 2 percent of parents choos-
ing to transfer their children to an-
other school. They would rather have 
those supplemental services offered in 
the school to see if they can’t help ad-
dress the needs of the child. Then if it 
still does not work, let’s look to the 
next option. 

So my bill would flip the school 
choice and the tutoring. It would also 
limit the requirement for schools to 
offer these options to students who are 
not proficient rather than to all the 
children, including those who are being 
well served by the school. It would also 
allow the school districts to provide tu-
toring to students even if they are in 
improvement status. It is recognizing, 
again, we should look at the individual 
child and see if we can’t tailor this to 
make it more responsive. 

As you know, assessing whether a 
child is proficient on State standards 
in a reliable and valid way is difficult. 
It is even more difficult when the child 
has a disability or has limited English 
proficiency. Research has not caught 
up with assessments for these sub-
groups, and no one is completely sure 
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whether the tests they are giving these 
students are measuring what they 
know. Yet, NCLB requires that if a 
school does not make AYP for any sub-
group for 6 years, the school district 
has the option to completely restruc-
ture that school. Similarly, a State has 
the option to restructure an entire 
school district. 

For those truly dysfunctional schools 
and districts, that may be appropriate 
as determined by the individual dis-
trict or State. But if we do not even 
know if the assessment scores are valid 
and reliable, how do we justify taking 
over a school, firing its teachers, turn-
ing its governance over to another en-
tity, or other such drastic measures? 
We cannot. But we recognize that each 
child with a disability, and each child 
who is limited English proficient de-
serves the best possible education. 

So that is why my bill would not 
allow a school or a school district to be 
restructured if: No. 1, the school 
missed AYP for one or both of those 
subgroups alone; and, No. 2, the school 
can show through a growth model that 
the students in those two subgroups 
are on track to be proficient. 

Another area in the legislation we 
focus on is our Native heritage lan-
guages. In Alaska, Hawaii, and several 
other States, Native Americans are 
working hard to keep their heritage 
languages and their cultures alive. 
Teachers will tell you, and the research 
backs them up, that Alaskan Native, 
Native Hawaiian, and American Indian 
students learn better when their herit-
age is a respected and vibrant part of 
their education. This is true of any 
child, but I think particularly true for 
these groups of Americans. 

Many schools around the country 
that serve these students have incor-
porated native language programs into 
their early curriculums—the curricu-
lums in grades K–3. The problem is 
that in many instances, there is no 
valid and reliable way to assess wheth-
er the students have learned their 
State standards in that language. Nei-
ther is it valid to test what a student 
knows in a language they do not speak 
well. 

The example I will give you is that in 
the Lower Kuskokwim School District, 
in many of the schools, in an effort to 
get the children to connect with their 
education and to connect with their 
Yupik heritage, Yupik is taught in 
grades K–3. It is an immersion level 
program. If you go out there, the chil-
dren are reading in Yupik. They are 
doing their math in Yupik. They are 
doing science experiments in Yupik. 
But then, in grade 3, they are required 
to test, under NCLB, in English. 

Now, not surprisingly, the children 
are not doing well on these tests. We 
need to anticipate the results. If you 
have not taught a child in a language 
in which they are going to be tested, 
perhaps, initially, they are not going 
to be performing at the level we want. 

I want to impress upon my colleagues 
the importance I believe we should 

place on allowing for those heritage 
languages to be preserved, to encour-
age our students in languages. Our re-
search tells us—and I can tell you from 
a very personal experience with my 
two boys, who were part of a Spanish 
immersion program from the time they 
were in kindergarten through 8th grade 
in the public schools in Anchorage, 
they learned their sciences and math 
and geography and all their subjects in 
Spanish as well as English. Initially, 
you are a little anxious because: Are 
the test scores going to measure up? 
But what we can tell you is that by the 
time the children are being tested, cer-
tainly up in middle school, they are 
not only testing strong—very strong in 
both languages—but they know a sec-
ond language very well. 

What my legislation will do in this 
area is allow schools with Native 
American language programs in States 
where there is no assessment in that 
heritage language to count the third 
graders—the first time they take the 
standardized tests—to count the stu-
dents for participation rate only. It 
would then allow the school to make 
AYP if those students are proficient or 
on track to be proficient in grades 4 
through 7. 

Then, the final area of my legislation 
is what I am calling the parent piece. 
As a parent, we know—you know; my 
colleague from the State of Wash-
ington was very involved with edu-
cation before she came to the Senate as 
well—we all know as parents how im-
portant it is to be involved in our chil-
dren’s education. 

At the end of the day, not only did 
my husband and I check on our boys’ 
homework, we asked them: What hap-
pened today? What is going on? I was 
PTA president at my kids’ elementary 
school. 

NCLB recognizes that in many ways 
it is very important that parents are 
part of a child’s education. But we also 
recognize we can be doing more. My 
bill would amend title II of NCLB, 
which authorizes subgrants for pre-
paring, training, and recruiting teach-
ers and principals, to allow—but not 
mandate—these funds to be used to de-
velop parental engagement strategies, 
to train educators to communicate 
more effectively with parents, and bet-
ter involve parents in their schools. 

We all know how great our Nation’s 
teachers are. But our reality is, very 
few of them graduate from college hav-
ing had a course on how to effectively 
communicate with parents. They know 
how important it is, but they are 
taught no techniques. Teachers are 
busy people. When a parent shows up at 
a classroom door and says: Hey, I am 
here to help, teachers often do not 
know how to react, how to allow them 
to help. Many teachers have difficulty 
communicating with parents, who may 
be working two jobs or have a different 
cultural background or language. This 
section of the bill would allow schools 
to spend some of their teacher training 
funds on these sorts of issues if they 
feel it would benefit their students. 

I know these five issues are not the 
only ones my colleagues and Ameri-
cans may have with the No Child Left 
Behind Act. I have been talking with 
Alaskans all over the State about 
NCLB since I first came to the Senate. 
I look forward to working very hard on 
the reauthorization of the law this 
year with my colleagues. These, 
though, are the five issues that edu-
cators and parents in Alaska have told 
me are the most urgent for them, and 
I look forward to working to include 
them in the reauthorization as we 
move forward. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1236 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘School Ac-
countability Improvements Act’’. 
SEC. 2. HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS IN SMALL 

SCHOOLS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to ensure that teachers in public elemen-
tary and secondary schools know the subject 
matter and curriculum that they are teach-
ing and can convey the subject matter to 
students. 

(b) HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS OF MUL-
TIPLE ACADEMIC SUBJECTS IN SMALL 
SCHOOLS.—Section 1119(a) of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6319(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(4) EXCEPTION FOR MULTI-SUBJECT TEACH-
ERS IN SMALL SCHOOLS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
9101(23) or any other provision of this Act, a 
middle or secondary school teacher who is 
employed to teach multiple core academic 
subjects in a school designated as a small 
school under subparagraph (B) but who is not 
highly qualified as the term is defined in 
such section, shall be deemed to be highly 
qualified for purposes of this Act if the 
teacher— 

‘‘(i) meets the requirements of subpara-
graph (A) of such section; 

‘‘(ii) meets the requirements of subclause 
(I) or (II) of subparagraph (B)(ii) of such sec-
tion for 1 or more of the core academic sub-
jects that the teacher teaches; and 

‘‘(iii) demonstrates highly effective deliv-
ery of instruction on a performance assess-
ment, developed or adopted by the State 
within which the small school is located, 
that assesses skills that are widely accepted 
as necessary for the effective delivery of in-
struction. 

‘‘(B) SMALL SCHOOL.—A State educational 
agency shall designate a school as a small 
school for a school year if the State edu-
cational agency determines, based on evi-
dence provided by the local educational 
agency serving the school, that the school— 

‘‘(i) has unique staffing or hiring chal-
lenges that require 1 or more teachers at the 
school to teach multiple core academic sub-
jects for such year; 

‘‘(ii) has made a reasonable effort to re-
cruit and retain for such year middle or sec-
ondary school teachers who meet the re-
quirements of subparagraph (A) and either 
subparagraph (B) or (C) of section 9101(23), to 
teach all students attending the school; and 
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‘‘(iii) had an average daily student mem-

bership of less than 200 students for the pre-
vious full school year.’’. 
SEC. 3. GROWTH MODELS. 

Section 1111(b)(2) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
6311(b)(2)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(L) GROWTH MODELS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a State 

that desires to satisfy the requirements of a 
single, statewide State accountability sys-
tem under subparagraph (A) through the use 
of a growth model, the Secretary shall ap-
prove such State’s use of the growth model 
if— 

‘‘(I) the State plan ensures that 100 percent 
of students in each group described in sub-
paragraph (C)(v)— 

‘‘(aa) meet or exceed the State’s proficient 
level of academic achievement on the State 
assessments under paragraph (3) by the 2013– 
2014 school year; or 

‘‘(bb) are making sufficient progress to en-
able each student to meet or exceed the 
State’s proficient level on such assessments 
for the student’s corresponding grade level 
not later than the student’s final year in sec-
ondary school; 

‘‘(II) the State plan complies with all of 
the requirements of this paragraph, except 
as provided in clause (ii); 

‘‘(III) the growth model is based on a fully 
approved assessment system; 

‘‘(IV) the growth model calculates growth 
in student proficiency for the purposes of de-
termining adequate yearly progress either by 
individual students or by cohorts of stu-
dents, and may use methodologies, such as 
confidence intervals and the State-approved 
minimum designations, that will yield sta-
tistically reliable data; 

‘‘(V) the growth model includes all stu-
dents; and 

‘‘(VI) in the case of a growth model that 
tracks individual students, the State has the 
capacity to track and manage the data effi-
ciently and effectively. 

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for purposes of any 
provision that requires the calculation of a 
number or percentage of students who must 
meet or exceed the proficient level of aca-
demic achievement on a State assessment 
under paragraph (3), a State using a growth 
model approved under clause (i) shall cal-
culate such number or percentage by count-
ing— 

‘‘(I) the students who meet or exceed the 
proficient level of academic achievement on 
the State assessment; and 

‘‘(II) the students who, as demonstrated 
through the growth model, are making suffi-
cient progress to enable each student to 
meet or exceed the proficient level on the as-
sessment for the student’s corresponding 
grade level not later than the student’s final 
year in secondary school.’’. 
SEC. 4. SCHOOL CHOICE AND SUPPLEMENTAL 

EDUCATIONAL SERVICES. 
(a) SCHOOL CHOICE AND SUPPLEMENTAL EDU-

CATIONAL SERVICES.—Section 1116(b) of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6316(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking subparagraph (E) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(E) SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL SERV-

ICES.—In the case of a school identified for 
school improvement under this paragraph, 
the local educational agency shall, not later 
than the first day of the school year fol-
lowing such identification, make supple-
mental educational services available con-
sistent with subsection (e)(1).’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (F); 
(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 

the following: 

‘‘(5) FAILURE TO MAKE ADEQUATE YEARLY 
PROGRESS AFTER IDENTIFICATION.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any school 
served under this part that fails to make 
adequate yearly progress, as set out in the 
State’s plan under section 1111(b)(2), by the 
end of the first full school year after identi-
fication under paragraph (1), the local edu-
cational agency serving such school shall— 

‘‘(i) provide students in grades 3 through 12 
who are enrolled in the school and who did 
not meet or exceed the proficient level on 
the most recent State assessment in mathe-
matics or in reading or language arts with 
the option to transfer to another public 
school served by the local educational agen-
cy in accordance with subparagraph (B); 

‘‘(ii) continue to make supplemental edu-
cational services available consistent with 
subsection (e)(1); and 

‘‘(iii) continue to provide technical assist-
ance. 

‘‘(B) PUBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out subpara-

graph (A)(i) with respect to a school, the 
local educational agency serving such school 
shall, not later than the first day of the 
school year following such identification, 
provide all students described in subpara-
graph (A)(i) with the option to transfer to 
another public school served by the local 
educational agency, which may include a 
public charter school, that has not been 
identified for school improvement under this 
paragraph, unless such an option is prohib-
ited by State law. 

‘‘(ii) RULE.—In providing students the op-
tion to transfer to another public school, the 
local educational agency shall give priority 
to the lowest achieving children from low-in-
come families, as determined by the local 
educational agency for purposes of allo-
cating funds to schools under section 
1113(c)(1). 

‘‘(C) TRANSFER.—Students who use the op-
tion to transfer under subparagraph (A)(i), 
paragraph (7)(C)(i) or (8)(A)(i), or subsection 
(c)(10)(C)(vii) shall be enrolled in classes and 
other activities in the public school to which 
the students transfer in the same manner as 
all other children at the public school.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (8)(A)(i), by striking ‘‘all’’. 
(b) SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

PROVIDERS.—Section 1116(e) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6316(e)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (12) as para-
graph (13); 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (11) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(12) RULE REGARDING PROVIDERS.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (13)(B), a local edu-
cational agency identified under subsection 
(c) that is required to arrange for the provi-
sion of supplemental educational services 
under this subsection may serve as a pro-
vider of such services in accordance with this 
subsection.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (13)(A) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)), by inserting ‘‘, who is in any 
of grades 3 through 12 and who did not meet 
or exceed the proficient level on the most re-
cent State assessment in mathematics or in 
reading or language arts’’ before the semi-
colon. 
SEC. 5. CALCULATING ADEQUATE YEARLY 

PROGRESS FOR STUDENTS WITH 
DISABILITIES AND STUDENTS WITH 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY. 

Section 1116 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended by 
section 4) (20 U.S.C. 6316) is further amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (i); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(h) PARTIAL SATISFACTION OF AYP.— 

‘‘(1) SCHOOLS.—Notwithstanding this sec-
tion or any other provision of law, in the 
case of a school that failed to make adequate 
yearly progress under section 1111(b)(2) sole-
ly because the school did not meet or exceed 
1 or more annual measurable objectives set 
by the State under section 1111(b)(2)(G) for 
the subgroup of students with disabilities or 
students with limited English proficiency, or 
both such subgroups— 

‘‘(A) if such school is identified for school 
improvement under subsection (b)(1), such 
school shall only be required to develop or 
revise and implement a school plan under 
subsection (b)(3) with respect to each such 
subgroup that did not meet or exceed each 
annual measurable objective; and 

‘‘(B) if such school is identified for restruc-
turing under subsection (b)(8), the local edu-
cational agency serving such school shall not 
be required to implement subsection (b)(8)(B) 
if the local educational agency demonstrates 
to the State educational agency that the 
school would have made adequate yearly 
progress for each assessment and for each 
such subgroup for the most recent school 
year if the percentage of students who met 
or exceeded the proficient level of academic 
achievement on the State assessment was 
calculated by counting— 

‘‘(i) the students who met or exceeded such 
proficient level; and 

‘‘(ii) the students who are making suffi-
cient progress to enable each such student to 
meet or exceed the proficient level on the as-
sessment for the student’s corresponding 
grade level not later than the student’s final 
year in secondary school, as demonstrated 
through a growth model that meets the re-
quirements described in subclauses (III) 
through (VI) of section 1111(b)(2)(L)(i). 

‘‘(2) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES.—Not-
withstanding this section or any other provi-
sion of law, in the case of a local educational 
agency that is identified for corrective ac-
tion under subsection (c)(10) solely because 
the local educational agency did not meet or 
exceed 1 or more annual measurable objec-
tives set by the State under section 
1111(b)(2)(G) for the subgroup of students 
with disabilities or students with limited 
English proficiency, or both such subgroups, 
the State educational agency shall not be re-
quired to implement subsection (c)(10) if the 
State educational agency demonstrates to 
the Secretary that the school would have 
made adequate yearly progress for each as-
sessment and for each such subgroup if the 
percentage of students who met or exceeded 
the proficient level of academic achievement 
on the State assessment was calculated by 
counting— 

‘‘(A) the students who meet or exceed such 
proficient level; and 

‘‘(B) the students who are making suffi-
cient progress to enable each such student to 
meet or exceed the proficient level on the as-
sessment for the student’s corresponding 
grade level not later than the student’s final 
year in secondary school, as demonstrated 
through a growth model that meets the re-
quirements described in subclauses (III) 
through (VI) of section 1111(b)(2)(L)(i).’’. 
SEC. 6. NATIVE AMERICAN LANGUAGE PRO-

GRAMS. 
Section 1111(b)(2) of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended 
by section 3) (20 U.S.C. 6316(b)(2)) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(M) NATIVE AMERICAN LANGUAGE PRO-
GRAMS.—Notwithstanding subparagraph (I) 
or any other provision of law— 

‘‘(i) a school serving students who receive 
not less than a half day of daily Native lan-
guage instruction in an American Indian lan-
guage, an Alaska Native language, or Native 
Hawaiian in at least grades kindergarten 
through grade 2 for a school year that does 
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not have State assessments under paragraph 
(3) available in the Native American lan-
guage taught at the school as provided for in 
paragraph (3)(C)(ix)(III)— 

‘‘(I) shall assess students in grade 3 as re-
quired under paragraph (3), and such stu-
dents shall be included in determining if the 
school met the participation requirements 
for all groups of students as required under 
subparagraph (I)(ii) for such school year; and 

‘‘(II) shall not include such assessment re-
sults for students in grade 3 in determining 
if the school met or exceeded the annual 
measurable objectives for all groups of stu-
dents as required under subparagraph (I)(i) 
for such school year; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a school serving stu-
dents in any of grades 4 through 8 who re-
ceived such Native American language in-
struction, such school shall count for pur-
poses of calculating the percentage of stu-
dents who met or exceeded the proficient 
level of academic achievement on the State 
assessment— 

‘‘(I) the students who met or exceeded such 
proficient level; and 

‘‘(II) the students who are making suffi-
cient progress to enable each such student to 
meet or exceed such proficient level on the 
assessment for the student’s corresponding 
grade level by the time the student enters 
grade 7, as demonstrated through a growth 
model that meets the requirements described 
in subclauses (III) through (VI) of paragraph 
(L)(i).’’. 
SEC. 7. IMPROVING EFFECTIVE PARENTAL IN-

VOLVEMENT. 
Section 2134 of the Elementary and Sec-

ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6634) 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(C), by inserting 
‘‘one or more parent teacher associations or 
organizations,’’ after ‘‘such local educational 
agencies,’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) OPTIONAL USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible 
partnership that receives a subgrant under 
this section may use subgrant funds remain-
ing after carrying out all of the activities de-
scribed in subsection (a) for— 

‘‘(1) developing parental engagement strat-
egies, with accountability goals, as a key 
part of the ongoing school improvement plan 
under section 1116(b)(3)(A) for a school iden-
tified for improvement under section 
1116(b)(1); or 

‘‘(2) providing training to teachers, prin-
cipals, and parents in skills that will en-
hance effective communication, which train-
ing shall— 

‘‘(A) include the research-based standards 
and methodologies of effective parent or 
family involvement programs; and 

‘‘(B) to the greatest extent possible, in-
volve the members of the local and State 
parent teacher association or organization in 
such training activities and in the imple-
mentation of school improvement plans 
under section 1116(b)(3)(A).’’. 
SEC. 8. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

Section 1116 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (as amended by 
sections 4 and 5) (20 U.S.C. 6316) is further 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (6)(F), by striking 

‘‘(1)(E),’’; 
(B) in paragraph (7)(C)(i), by striking 

‘‘paragraph (1)(E) and (F)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (5)’’; 

(C) in paragraph (8)(A)(i), by striking 
‘‘paragraph (1)(E) and (F)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph (5)’’; 

(D) in paragraph (9)— 

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1)(E)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘paragraph (5)(B)’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘(1)(A), (5),’’ and inserting 
‘‘(5)(A),’’; and 

(E) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘(1)(A),’’; 
(2) in subsection (c)(10)(C)(vii), by striking 

‘‘subsections (b)(1)(E) and (F),’’ and inserting 
‘‘subparagraphs (B) and (C) of subsection 
(b)(5)’’; 

(3) in subsection (e)(1), by inserting ‘‘(1),’’ 
after ‘‘described in paragraph’’; 

(4) in subsection (f)(1)(A)(ii), by inserting 
‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(b)(5)’’; and 

(5) in subsection (g)(3)(A), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b)(1)(E)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(5)(B)’’. 

By Mrs. CLINTON (for herself, 
Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. 
MURRAY, and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 1240. A bill to provide for the pro-
vision by hospitals receiving Federal 
funds through the Medicare program or 
Medicaid program of emergency con-
traceptives to women who are sur-
vivors of sexual assault; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, in rec-
ognition of National Crime Victim’s 
Week, I am proud to reintroduce the 
‘‘Compassionate Assistance for Rape 
Emergencies Act,’’ a bill that will help 
rape and incest survivors across the 
country get the medical care they need 
and deserve. 

Women deserve access to emergency 
contraception. For millions of women, 
it represents peace of mind. For sur-
vivors of rape and incest, it allows 
them to avoid the additional trauma of 
facing an unintended pregnancy. This 
bill makes emergency contraception 
available for survivors of rape and in-
cest at any hospital receiving public 
funds. 

Every 2 minutes a woman is sexually 
assaulted in the U.S. and each year, 25 
to 32,000 women become pregnant as a 
result of rape or incest. According to a 
study published in the American Jour-
nal of Obstetrics and Gynecology, 50 
percent of those pregnancies end in 
abortion. 

By providing access to emergency 
contraception, up to 95 percent of those 
unintended pregnancies could be pre-
vented if emergency contraception is 
administered within the first 24 to 72 
hours. 

I am proud that for 4 years, this has 
already been law in New York State. 
Survivors of rape and incest receive in-
formation and access to emergency 
contraception at every hospital in the 
State. In New York City, women are 
benefiting from Mayor Bloomberg’s 
significant initiative to expand access 
to emergency contraception and family 
planning services and improve mater-
nal and infant outcomes. I applaud this 
focus on increasing awareness about 
emergency contraception—to all 
women—so that we can work together 
at decreasing the rate of unintended 
pregnancy in this country. 

Last year, the FDA made emergency 
contraception available over the 
counter for women 18 years of age and 
older. Despite the ideologically driven 

agenda against Plan B, research shows 
that emergency contraception is safe 
and effective for preventing pregnancy. 
More than 70 major medical organiza-
tions, including the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics, recommended that 
Plan B be made available over the 
counter. This bill will make sure hos-
pitals provide women in crisis with the 
necessary information to evaluate this 
option for themselves. In addition, the 
bill ensures that patients can receive 
post-exposure treatment for sexually 
transmitted infections for which the 
deferral of treatment either would sig-
nificantly reduce treatment efficacy or 
would pose substantial risk to the indi-
vidual’s health. 

Public health employees at the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention 
include access to emergency contracep-
tion as a protocol and viable option for 
these victims. The U.S. Department of 
Justice guidelines, however, make no 
reference to emergency contraception 
as a potential option for rape and in-
cest victims. This is why I’m intro-
ducing this legislation today. 

It is my sincere hope that my col-
leagues join me in the fight to better 
protect and serve our Nation’s rape and 
incest survivors. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY: 
S. 1241. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify student 
housing eligible for the low-income 
housing credit, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a bill intro-
duced by me today to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to clarify stu-
dent housing eligible for the low-in-
come housing credit, and for other pur-
poses, be printed in the REORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1241 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION OF STUDENT HOUS-

ING ELIGIBLE FOR LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subclause (I) of section 
42(i)(3)(D)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to certain students not to dis-
qualify unit) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(I) single parents and their children and 
such parents are not dependents (as defined 
in section 152, determined without regard to 
subsections (b)(1), (b)(2), and (d)(1)(B) there-
of) of another individual and such children 
are not dependents (as so defined) of another 
individual other than a parent of such chil-
dren, or.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to— 

(1) housing credit amounts allocated be-
fore, on, or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and 

(2) buildings placed in service before, on, or 
after such date to the extent paragraph (1) of 
section 42(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 does not apply to any building by reason 
of paragraph (4) thereof. 

By Mr. TESTER: 
S. 1242. A bill to amend the Federal 

Crop Insurance Act and Farm Security 
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and Rural Investment Act of 2002 to es-
tablish a biofuel pilot program to offer 
crop insurance to producers of experi-
mental biofuel crops and a program to 
make loans and loan guarantees to pro-
ducers of experimental biofuel crops; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutri-
tion, and Forestry. 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise 
here today to introduce the Biofuel 
Crop Insurance Act to provide a safety 
net to innovative American farmers. 

America’s addiction to foreign oil is 
one of the greatest threats to our na-
tional security and our economy. At 
the same time climate change is 
threatening the world as we know it. 
We are experiencing wildly shifting 
weather patterns, prolonged drought, 
intense hurricanes and melting glaciers 
and icecaps. We need to do something 
to change our energy sources to clean 
and domestic options, and our farmers 
and rural communities are leading the 
way. 

Unfortunately, some of the best po-
tential crops for biofuel production 
lack the same government safety nets 
like crop insurance and loans that our 
commodity crops have. This legislation 
is designed to change that by allowing 
the USDA to expedite the process for 
approving insurance to dedicated 
biofuel crops. 

In the last few years the ethanol in-
dustry has experienced explosive 
growth. Ethanol is good for farmers, 
rural communities and our consumers. 
I for one would rather buy my fuel 
from farmers in the Midwest than dic-
tators in the Mideast. 

Corn will continue to be king of eth-
anol for some time. But we need to 
start using other crops for ethanol and 
biodiesel production, because if there is 
one thing that our recent energy crisis 
has taught us it is that diversity is 
critical. We need to expand the use of 
crops that don’t compete with our food 
system that can be grown in different 
parts of the country, are more afford-
able, and require fewer inputs than 
corn. 

In Montana, farmers are planting an 
oil seed crop called camelina because it 
can be grown on marginal lands, with 
few inputs, and high profits. Its oil can 
be crushed and made into biodiesel on 
farms and small communities’ rural 
landscapes. Camelina can be used in ro-
tation with other crops such as wheat 
and barley and bring new money and 
new development to rural States like 
Montana, Washington, Idaho, and the 
Dakotas. Montana State University is 
one of several academic institutions 
that have done extensive research into 
the crop in regards to what it needs to 
grow, where to grow it, and what farm-
ers can expect it to produce. All their 
tests are positive and this year we ex-
pect that up to 20,000 acres of camelina 
will be planted in Montana alone. Un-
fortunately, farmers are hesitant to 
seize this opportunity because they 
lack an insurance safety net, and their 
banks won’t loan them money to plant 
crops that aren’t insured. 

Being a farmer myself, I know how 
agriculture is beholden to Mother Na-
ture. A dry year, a bad hail storm or a 
late frost can destroy a year’s worth of 
work. Farmers need safety nets, not 
handouts. Crop insurance is a market 
mechanism that can mitigate risk for 
farmers. The legislation I’m intro-
ducing today will be directly respon-
sible for extensive growth of camelina, 
and the emergence of a biodiesel indus-
try for States like Montana. 

If I wasn’t here right now, I would be 
sitting on my tractor in Big Sandy, 
MT, planting oil seed crops on my farm 
and learning how to process and crush 
oil seeds to make biodiesel. I use 3,000 
gallons of diesel fuel a year on my 
farm, and anxiously await the day 
when I can use fuel grown on my land 
or bought from my neighbors instead of 
imported from overseas. 

This bill sets up a pilot insurance 
program for dedicated biofuel crops 
that displace petroleum products, and 
provides loans for stabilization of farm 
income and marketing assistance. It 
also creates grants for research into 
planting and harvesting techniques and 
grants to study the use of biofuel meal 
used as animal feeds. 

I believe this bill will spark a bio-
diesel industry across the Northern 
Great Plains and I encourage my col-
leagues to support this legislation as it 
moves forward. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. 
OBAMA, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. BIDEN, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. CASEY, and Mrs. 
MCCASKILL): 

S. 1244. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to 
expand coverage under the Act, to in-
crease protections for whistleblowers, 
to increase penalties for certain viola-
tors, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
I am pleased to introduce the Pro-
tecting America’s Workers Act. 

This week, on Workers’ Memorial 
Day, we remember those who have been 
killed or injured on the job, and we re-
affirm our commitment to workers and 
their families to do all we can to end 
these senseless tragedies. 

We’ve made progress in protecting 
worker safety since we passed the Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Act in 
1970. 

But too many workers still are not 
safe. In 2005 alone, over 5,700 workers 
were killed on the job. Over 4 million 
became ill or were injured. That’s near-
ly 16 deaths and 12,000 workplace inju-
ries or illnesses each and every day. 

Last year, the tragic deaths of min-
ers at Sago and Alma mines showed us 
the gaps and shortcomings in mine 

safety. Across the country, America 
saw the senseless deaths of workers 
and the suffering of their families and 
friends. Every day, workers in other in-
dustries are facing equally dangerous 
conditions. Those dangers may not 
make headlines, but they continue to 
threaten workers’ health, their lives, 
and their families’ security. 

One of the most obvious problems is 
that literally millions of employees 
today are not covered by our safety 
laws. Too many other firms blatantly 
ignore the law and refuse to do what is 
necessary to keep their employees safe. 

Too often, as well, we find that those 
responsible for administering our safe-
ty laws aren’t doing their job—not 
issuing new safety standards, not vig-
orously enforcing the law, and not even 
going after the worst offenders. 

Many companies are doing too little 
to deal with this challenge. Some em-
ployers blatantly ignore the law, but 
are rarely held accountable, even when 
their actions or neglect kill a loyal em-
ployee who works for them. Criminal 
penalties are so low that prosecutors 
don’t pursue these cases. And employ-
ers who repeatedly violate the law— 
time and time again—pay only mini-
mal fines, which they treat as just an-
other cost of doing business. 

American workers and their families 
are paying the price. This includes peo-
ple like Mike Morrison, who was killed 
while installing pipes at a construction 
site in Florida, when the nine-foot-deep 
trench he was working in collapsed. An 
OSHA investigation found that the 
trench had not been secured properly 
before workers were sent into it. The 
employer whose failures had killed 
Mike was fined a mere $21,000, a slap on 
the wrist. Two years earlier, the com-
pany had been cited and fined for other 
safety violations. As Mike’s step- 
daughter Michelle says, ‘‘If the pen-
alties had been more substantial two 
years ago, maybe Mike’s company 
would have complied with the law and 
protected him properly, and maybe 
he’d still be with us today.’’ 

Or Eleazar Torres-Gomez, who was 
killed working at a laundry facility in 
Tulsa, OK, where he had been employed 
for seven years. Eleazar was dragged 
into an industrial dryer, where the 
temperatures were near 300 degrees. 
The company he worked for had been 
previously fined for not installing pro-
tective guards on a similar dryer and 
belt at one of its other plants. 
Eleazar’s eldest son Emanuel said, ‘‘If 
the company had added the guards, 
which it knew were required by OSHA, 
my father would be alive today. The 
sorrow we feel is overwhelming.’’ 

And they include workers like Tracee 
Binion, a science teacher in Pinson, 
AL. Tracee became ill after renova-
tions on her school exposed her to 
chemicals in unventilated classrooms. 
She developed chemical pneumonitis 
and chemically-induced asthma, lost 
weeks of school and to this day must 
manage her asthma with medication. 
In Alabama, Tracee and thousands of 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00097 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5220 April 26, 2007 
teachers like her are not covered by 
our safety laws. They have no one to 
call when they need protection from 
workplace hazards. 

We need to do everything we can to 
see that other workers and their fami-
lies don’t have to suffer the same grief. 

Congress can take concrete steps to 
address many of these failures. That’s 
why today we are reintroducing the 
Protecting America’s Workers Act. 
This legislation will do several key 
things: 

It expands the coverage of our safety 
laws to protect 8.6 million public em-
ployees and transportation workers. 

It requires OSHA to investigate 
every case where a worker is killed or 
seriously injured. And it gives family 
members greater rights to be part of 
accident investigations. 

It also protects workers who speak 
up about unsafe conditions on the job, 
by bringing OSHA whistleblower laws 
in line with protections in other areas. 

It puts real teeth in our safety laws 
by increasing penalties. These pen-
alties have not been raised since 1990. 
This bill sets a minimum penalty of 
$50,000 for a worker’s death caused by a 
willful safety violation. And it in-
creases the maximum criminal penalty 
for killing or seriously injuring a work-
er to ten years of prison, instead of six 
months. 

Beyond this legislation, we must also 
find new and smarter ways of keeping 
workers safe. We must shine a light on 
OSHA to ensure that our safety laws 
are implemented the way they were in-
tended—to protect workers by pre-
venting hazards on the job. The admin-
istration needs to put workers first and 
get the job done. 

It’s time to send a message to those 
who put their employees in harm’s way 
that life and health must be valued 
above profit and greed. It’s time to re-
double our efforts and make our com-
mitment a reality. It’s time for Con-
gress to act, so that the hardworking 
men and women of our country get 
what they deserve at last—the security 
of a safe and healthy workplace. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
fighting for safe workplaces for all of 
America’s workers. The best way for 
Congress to honor the Nation’s hard-
working men and women on this Work-
er’s Memorial Day is to end our com-
placency and see that the full promise 
of OSHA becomes a genuine reality for 
every working family in every commu-
nity in America. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 1245. A bill to reform mutual aid 
agreements for the National Capitol 
Region; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation that will 
improve mutual aid agreements for the 
National Capitol Region. Senators MI-
KULSKI and WARNER are original co- 
sponsors of my bill. 

The Intelligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 2004 contains 

provisions for cooperation among the 
National Capital Region’s jurisdictions 
in the event of a regional or national 
emergency. Since that time, a model 
mutual aid agreement has been ap-
proved by 20 of the 21 jurisdictions in 
the Washington Council of Govern-
ments, the State of Maryland, the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, the Metro-
politan Washington Airports Author-
ity, and the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority. The model 
mutual aid agreement is designed to 
append operational plans across the 
spectrum of public safety disciplines, 
including police, fire and rescue, public 
health, water supply, and debris re-
moval, among others. This has opened 
the way for the region’s governments 
to begin hammering out the details of 
how emergency responses will actually 
be executed. 

As the jurisdictions began working 
on the mutual aid agreements, concern 
arose that drinking water and waste-
water utilities were not included in the 
original language. The Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments 
brought this issue to my attention. To-
day’s legislation will remedy the situa-
tion by providing a commonsense solu-
tion that will allow our drinking water 
and wastewater facilities’ staffs to par-
ticipate as appropriate in the mutual 
aid agreements. 

Current law allows the jurisdictions 
in the Washington metropolitan area 
to share their personnel freely in the 
event of a national emergency. Fire-
fighters in Fairfax County, for exam-
ple, could be enlisted to support their 
counterparts in the District of Colum-
bia or in Maryland in the event of a na-
tional or regional emergency. Simi-
larly, emergency responders in Mont-
gomery and Prince George’s counties 
could support their counterparts in Al-
exandria or Arlington. 

This legislation simply extends that 
same commonsense approach to drink-
ing water and wastewater treatment 
authorities. If a drinking water plant 
were to become disabled because of a 
natural disaster or terrorist attack, 
this bill would allow licensed engineers 
to cross jurisdictional boundaries to 
come to the aid of the disabled system 
and the thousands of regional residents 
who depend on these vital systems for 
safe drinking water. 

This legislation has the support of 
the Metropolitan Washington Council 
of Governments and the National Cap-
ital Region Water Security Workgroup, 
chaired by the Fairfax County Water 
Authority. 

One section of the legislation re-
quires some explanation. That section 
relates to the terms ‘‘agent’’ and ‘‘vol-
unteer.’’ It is anticipated that the re-
gion’s localities will rely on a variety 
of authorized agents and volunteers to 
assist in fulfilling their mutual aid re-
sponse obligations. The act currently 
includes agents and volunteers in the 
definition of ‘‘employee’’ and requires 
that all agents and volunteers be 
‘‘committed in a mutual aid agree-

ment’’ to prepare for or respond to an 
emergency. It has become apparent in 
developing operational plans, however, 
that it is not likely that a complete 
list of agents and volunteers will be 
identified and become parties to a mu-
tual aid agreement with one or more of 
the region’s localities. Instead, it is 
more likely that agents and volunteers 
will be associated with a locality 
through a mechanism other than an ac-
tual mutual aid agreement. Moreover, 
it is probable that the association with 
an agent or volunteer will arise only in 
direct response to a particular emer-
gency. For example, a locality may 
find it necessary to call upon volunteer 
fire companies to respond to a par-
ticular fire-related event that threat-
ens to overwhelm the localities’ re-
sources. In such an instance, the agent 
and volunteers, as well as the locality 
that has called upon them, should be 
accorded the liability protections of 
the act. Perhaps more importantly, it 
is preferred by the region’s localities 
that a list of agents and volunteers not 
be brought within the scope of the act 
prospectively and on a continuous 
basis, but only as the need arises on a 
case-by-case basis. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today simply strikes ‘‘agents and vol-
unteers’’ from the definition of ‘‘em-
ployee’’ and expressly extends the li-
ability protections of the act to agents. 
This term, consistent with common 
dictionary usage, would encompass au-
thorized volunteers. The proposed lan-
guage was drafted and approved by 
members of the Council of Govern-
ments’ Attorneys Committee, con-
sisting of the lead counsel of all 21 COG 
jurisdictions, with participation by the 
two State’s Attorneys General offices. 

In short, this legislation will give 
local jurisdictions the ability to re-
spond fully and appropriately to the 
full range of emergencies that they 
may face. I urge the Senate to pass this 
bill as expeditiously as possible so that 
we can give these local and State gov-
ernments the tools they need to meet 
the challenges that the future may 
present. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the legislation be 
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1245 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REFORM OF MUTUAL AID AGREE-

MENTS FOR THE NATIONAL CAPITAL 
REGION. 

Section 7302 of the Intelligence Reform and 
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C. 
5196 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘, includ-

ing its agents or authorized volunteers,’’; 
and 

(B) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘or town’’ 
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘town, or 
other governmental agency, governmental 
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authority, or governmental institution with 
the power to sue or be sued in its own name, 
within the National Capital Region.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘, the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Au-
thority, the Metropolitan Washington Air-
ports Authority, and any other govern-
mental agency or authority’’; and 

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘or em-
ployees’’ each place that term appears and 
inserting ‘‘, employees, or agents’’. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, and Mr. 
AKAKA): 

S. 1246. A bill to establish and main-
tain a wildlife global animal informa-
tion network for surveillance inter-
nationally to combat the growing 
threat of emerging diseases that in-
volve wild animals, such as bird flu, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today, Senator BROWNBACK, Senator 
AKAKA, and I are introducing legisla-
tion that establishes a wildlife global 
animal information network for sur-
veillance to enhance preparedness and 
awareness of emerging infectious dis-
eases. 

More than 60 percent of the approxi-
mately 1,400 currently known infec-
tious diseases are shared between wild-
life and humans. Over the past 30 years 
we have had many emerging infectious 
disease outbreaks, including 
hantavirus, plague, ebola, HIV/AIDS, 
SARS, and H5N1 influenza. In fact, 
more than 35 new infectious diseases 
have emerged in humans since 1980, 
which means that approximately one 
new infectious disease in humans has 
appeared every 8 months. These dis-
eases have resulted in many deaths and 
billions of dollars in costs. 

Millions of wild animals are traded 
globally and come into contact with 
humans and dozens of other species, 
contributing to the introduction of new 
diseases in humans. There are numer-
ous examples of these spreading viruses 
that pose significant threats across the 
globe. For instance, the spreading H5N1 
virus, a highly pathogenic avian influ-
enza (HPAI) strain, is a significant 
threat to global human health, the 
global poultry industry, and the global 
economy more generally. The emerging 
infectious disease HIV/AIDS, whose ori-
gin has been traced back to the human 
consumption of African nonhuman pri-
mates, has had a devastating impact in 
the developing world, with over 40 mil-
lion people worldwide living with HIV/ 
AIDS and 3 million AIDS deaths glob-
ally in 2006. Despite the threats that 
these and future diseases pose, we lack 
a comprehensive and coordinated ap-
proach to monitoring these emerging 
infectious diseases and the nexus be-
tween wildlife, people, and domestic 
animals. 

Our legislation would establish a 
Wildlife Global Animal Information 
Network for Surveillance (GAINS). 
This Wildlife GAINS system would in-
clude Federal and State agency part-

ners, multilateral agency partners, 
conservation organizations with exper-
tise in wildlife monitoring and surveil-
lance, veterinary and medical schools, 
and other national and international 
partners. The legislation encourages 
the establishment of critical public- 
private partnerships because of the 
unique strengths and capabilities that 
NGOs have in developing countries. 
They will play a key role in assisting 
developing countries develop much 
needed surveillance mechanisms and in 
facilitating the dissemination of crit-
ical data to all partners. 

USAID has taken a leadership role 
and already committed $192 million for 
avian influenza preparedness and re-
sponse activities in developing coun-
tries affected by the H5N1 virus. Con-
gress must support these efforts estab-
lishing a comprehensive worldwide 
wildlife health surveillance system to 
detect and track emerging infectious 
diseases. 

Wildlife GAINS would be a com-
prehensive tool to prevent the out-
break and spread of new diseases that 
have no treatments or cures. We must 
prevent and detect the next generation 
of infectious diseases to prevent the 
pain and suffering that diseases such as 
HIV/AIDS and H5N1 have caused mil-
lions all over the world. 

Mr. AKAKA. President, I rise to join 
my colleagues, Senators LIEBERMAN 
and BROWNBACK in introducing legisla-
tion establishing a wildlife global ani-
mal information network for detection 
of emerging, highly contagious diseases 
in non-agricultural animals. This bill 
is an important part of efforts to pre-
vent and respond to natural or inten-
tional pandemic disease outbreaks in 
the U.S. 

Our legislation focuses on the source 
of nearly all pandemic disease out-
breaks over the last 30 years—zoonotic 
diseases, or diseases that originate in 
animals, either agricultural or non-ag-
ricultural, and, through mutation, are 
passed to humans. Avian influenza, 
West Nile Virus and severe acute res-
piratory syndrome (SARS) are all 
zoonotic diseases originating in ani-
mals and subsequently transmitted to 
humans. The prevalence of such dis-
eases underscores the need to link vet-
erinary health and public health are-
nas. America’s infrastructure for pan-
demic flu preparedness and response 
should therefore include the ability to 
monitor zoonotic diseases, creating an 
early warning and response system 
which will alert public health officials 
and animal health experts at the emer-
gence of highly contagious diseases be-
fore they are passed to humans. 

The global animal information net-
work for surveillance proposed in this 
bill has its roots in the activities of the 
U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment (USAID) to assist countries deal-
ing with the most recent outbreak of 
the H5N1 strain of avian influenza. In 
close cooperation with the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 
the Departments of State, Defense, Ag-

riculture, Homeland Security and the 
Wildlife Conservation Society, USAID 
is providing assistance to those coun-
tries most hard hit by avian influenza. 
To date, animal outbreaks have been 
reported in 55 countries, and 12 coun-
tries have had confirmed human cases. 
A total of 291 humans have been in-
fected, resulting in 172 deaths. This 
translates into a case fatality rate of 
roughly 60 percent. 

To date, USAID has committed a 
total of $192 million for avian influenza 
assistance activities in these countries 
for preparedness and response. The goal 
of its activities is to lower the amount 
of circulating virus and limiting the 
opportunity for people to become in-
fected with avian flu. 

Despite these efforts, many of which 
have demonstrated the effectiveness of 
interventions being used to control the 
spread of avian flu, this zoonotic dis-
ease continues to mutate and as such, 
persist as a threat, both to animals and 
to people. The animal surveillance net-
work being proposed in this bill is one 
critical tool to detect other wildlife- 
based emergent contagious diseases be-
fore they impact humans and agricul-
tural animals. 

While detecting and preventing these 
highly contagious diseases is critical 
for human health and economic sta-
bility, I would like to emphasize that, 
as the Government Accountability Of-
fice (GAO) observed in a 2000 report en-
titled ‘‘West Nile Virus Outbreak: Les-
sons for Public Health Preparedness’’, 
on the West Nile Virus outbreak in 
New York City, ‘‘Because a bioterrorist 
event could look like a natural out-
break, bioterrorism preparedness rests 
in large part on public health prepared-
ness.’’ Creating early warning tools 
such as this one can aid efforts to pro-
tect the U.S. from natural outbreaks 
and deliberate bioterrorist attacks. 
While the network alone does not pro-
tect us, it does contribute to the mo-
saic of homeland security activities de-
signed to protect Americans, and those 
in other countries most vulnerable to 
bioterrorist attacks. 

It is for this reason that I am pleased 
to join Senators LIEBERMAN and 
BROWNBACK in introducing this bill and 
urge its support. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 173—DESIG-
NATING AUGUST 11, 2007, AS ‘‘NA-
TIONAL MARINA DAY’’ 

Ms. STABENOW submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. RES. 173 

Whereas the citizens of the United States 
highly value recreation time and their abil-
ity to access 1 of the greatest natural re-
sources of the United States, its waterways; 

Whereas, in 1928, the word ‘‘marina’’ was 
used for the first time by the National Asso-
ciation of Engine and Boat Manufacturers to 
define a recreational boating facility; 
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Whereas the United States is home to over 

12,000 recreational boating facilities that 
contribute substantially to their local com-
munities by providing safe, reliable gate-
ways to boating for members of their com-
munities and welcomed guests; 

Whereas marinas of the United States also 
serve as stewards of the environment, ac-
tively seeking to protect their surrounding 
waterways not only for the enjoyment of the 
current generation, but for generations to 
come; and 

Whereas marinas of the United States also 
provide their communities and visitors a 
place where friends and families, united by a 
passion for the water, can come together for 
recreation, rest, and relaxation: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) commemorates the marinas of the 

United States for providing environmentally 
friendly gateways to boating for the citizens 
of, and the visitors to the United States; and 

(2) designates August 11, 2007, as the sixth 
annual ‘‘National Marina Day’’ in order— 

(A) to honor the marinas of the United 
States for their many contributions to their 
local communities; and 

(B) to make citizens, policy makers, elect-
ed officials, and employees more aware of 
the overall contributions marinas make to 
their well-being. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 174—HON-
ORING THE ENTREPRENEURIAL 
SPIRIT OF SMALL BUSINESS 
CONCERNS IN THE UNITED 
STATES DURING NATIONAL 
SMALL BUSINESS WEEK BEGIN-
NING APRIL 22, 2007 

Mr. KERRY (for himself, Ms. SNOWE, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. LIE-
BERMAN, Mr. BAYH, Mr. VITTER, Mr. 
COLEMAN, and Mr. CARDIN) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 174 

Whereas the 25,800,000 small business con-
cerns in the United States are the driving 
force behind the Nation’s economy, creating 
more than 2⁄3 of all net new jobs and gener-
ating more than 50 percent of the Nation’s 
nonfarm gross domestic product; 

Whereas small business concerns are the 
Nation’s innovators, advancing technology 
and productivity; 

Whereas small business concerns represent 
97 percent of all exporters and produce 28.6 
percent of exported goods; 

Whereas Congress established the Small 
Business Administration in 1953, to aid, 
counsel, assist, and protect the interests of 
small business concerns in order to preserve 
free competitive enterprise, to ensure that a 
fair proportion of the total purchases and 
contracts or subcontracts for property and 
services for the Federal Government be 
placed with small business concerns, to en-
sure that a fair proportion of the total sales 
of Government property be made to such 
small business concerns, and to maintain 
and strengthen the overall economy of the 
Nation; 

Whereas the Small Business Administra-
tion has helped small business concerns ac-
cess critical lending opportunities, protected 
small business concerns from excessive Fed-
eral regulatory enforcement, played a key 
role in ensuring full and open competition 
for Government contracts, and improved the 
economic environment in which small busi-
ness concerns compete; 

Whereas for over 50 years, the Small Busi-
ness Administration has helped millions of 

entrepreneurs achieve the American dream 
of owning a small business concern, and has 
played a key role in fostering economic 
growth; and 

Whereas the President has designated the 
week beginning April 22, 2007 as ‘‘National 
Small Business Week’’: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) honors the entrepreneurial spirit of 

small business concerns in the United States 
during National Small Business Week, begin-
ning April 22, 2007; 

(2) applauds the efforts and achievements 
of the owners of small business concerns and 
their employees, whose hard work and com-
mitment to excellence have made them a 
key part of the Nation’s economic vitality; 

(3) recognizes the work of the Small Busi-
ness Administration and its resource part-
ners in providing assistance to entrepreneurs 
and small business concerns; 

(4) strongly urges the President to take 
steps to ensure that— 

(A) the applicable procurement goals for 
small business concerns, including the goals 
for small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by service-disabled veterans, small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
women, HUBZone small business concerns, 
and small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by socially and economically dis-
advantaged individuals, are reached by all 
Federal agencies; 

(B) guaranteed loans, including microloans 
and microloan technical assistance, for 
start-up and growing small business con-
cerns and venture capital are made available 
to all qualified small business concerns; 

(C) the management assistance programs 
delivered by resource partners on behalf of 
the Small Business Administration, such as 
small business development centers, wom-
en’s business centers, and the Service Corps 
of Retired Executives, are provided with the 
Federal resources necessary to do their jobs; 
and 

(D) reforms to the disaster loan program of 
the Small Business Administration are im-
plemented as quickly as possible; and 

(5) urges that, as was the case in the Presi-
dent’s budget for fiscal year 2008, the Small 
Business Administration continue to be des-
ignated as a major agency in the President’s 
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, and that the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration have an active role as a member of 
the President’s Cabinet. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 175—RECOG-
NIZING THE 59TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE 
STATE OF ISRAEL 
Mr. BROWNBACK (for himself, Ms. 

MIKULSKI, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. COLE-
MAN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mr. VITTER, Mr. KYL, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mrs. DOLE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
BUNNING, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms. 
CANTELL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CASEY, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. SMITH, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. SPECTER, 
Mr. BIDEN, and Mr. MCCONNELL ) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 175 

Whereas, on May 14, 1948, the State of 
Israel was established as a sovereign and 
independent country; 

Whereas the United States was one of the 
first countries to recognize the State of 
Israel, only 11 minutes after the creation of 
the State; 

Whereas Israel has provided Jews from all 
over the world with an opportunity to rees-
tablish their ancient homeland; 

Whereas Israel is home to many religious 
sites that are sacred to Judaism, Christi-
anity, and Islam; 

Whereas Israel provided a refuge to Jews 
who survived the horrors of the Holocaust, 
which were unprecedented in human history; 

Whereas Israel has also provided a refuge 
to, and has successfully absorbed, more than 
800,000 Jewish refugees who fled persecution 
in neighboring states in the Middle East; 

Whereas the people of Israel have estab-
lished a pluralistic democracy that incor-
porates the freedoms cherished by the people 
of the United States, including— 

(1) the freedom of speech; 
(2) the freedom of religion; 
(3) the freedom of association; 
(4) the freedom of the press; and 
(5) government by the consent of the gov-

erned; 
Whereas Israel continues to serve as a 

shining model of democratic values by— 
(1) regularly holding free and fair elec-

tions; 
(2) promoting the free exchange of ideas; 

and 
(3) vigorously exercising in its parliament, 

the Knesset, a democratic government that 
is fully representative of its citizens; 

Whereas Israel has bravely defended itself 
from terrorist and military attacks repeat-
edly since Israel declared its independence; 

Whereas the Government of Israel has suc-
cessfully worked with the neighboring gov-
ernments of Egypt and Jordan to establish 
peaceful bilateral relations; 

Whereas, despite the deaths of over 1,000 
innocent citizens of Israel at the hands of 
murderous suicide bombers and other terror-
ists since 2002, the people of Israel continue 
to seek peace with their Palestinian neigh-
bors; 

Whereas several Israeli soldiers remain 
hostages of terrorist groups, and were unable 
to celebrate the Independence Day of Israel 
with their families and friends; 

Whereas successive leaders of Israel have 
sought peace in the Middle East; 

Whereas the United States and Israel enjoy 
a strategic partnership based on shared 
democratic values, friendship, and respect; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
share an affinity with the people of Israel 
and view Israel as a strong and trusted ally; 

Whereas Israel has made significant global 
contributions in the fields of science, medi-
cine, and technology; 

Whereas the Independence Day of Israel on 
the Jewish calendar coincides this year with 
April 24, 2007; and 

Whereas recognition of the numerous 
achievements of the people and the State of 
Israel is especially important in 2007 given 
the grave threats issued by, and the clear in-
tentions of, the Government of Iran: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the independence of the 

State of Israel as a significant event for pro-
viding refuge and a national homeland for 
the Jewish people; 

(2) strongly supports efforts to bring peace 
to the Middle East; 

(3) commends the bipartisan commitment 
of all Presidents and Congresses of the 
United States since 1948 that supported 
Israel and worked for the security and well- 
being of Israel; 

(4) congratulates the United States and 
Israel for strengthening their bilateral rela-
tions during 2006 in the fields of defense, di-
plomacy, and homeland security, and en-
courages both countries to continue their co-
operation in resolving mutual challenges; 
and 
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(5) extends the best wishes of the Senate to 

the people of Israel as they celebrate the 
59th anniversary of the independence of the 
State of Israel. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 29—ENCOURAGING THE 
RECOGNITION OF THE NEGRO 
BASEBALL LEAGUES AND THEIR 
PLAYERS ON MAY 20TH OF EACH 
YEAR 
Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself, 

Mr. REID, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
OBAMA, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. BROWNBACK, 
and Mr. MARTINEZ) submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which 
was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

S. CON. RES. 29 
Whereas even though African-Americans 

were excluded from playing in the Major 
Leagues of their time with their white coun-
terparts, the desire of many African-Ameri-
cans to play baseball could not be repressed; 

Whereas Major League Baseball did not 
fully integrate its leagues until July 1959; 

Whereas African-Americans began orga-
nizing their own professional baseball teams 
in 1885; 

Whereas the skills and abilities of Negro 
League players eventually made Major 
League Baseball realize the need to integrate 
the sport; 

Whereas 7 separate baseball leagues, 
known collectively as the ‘‘Negro Baseball 
Leagues’’, were organized by African-Ameri-
cans between 1920 and 1960; 

Whereas the Negro Baseball Leagues in-
cluded exceptionally talented players who 
played the game at its highest level; 

Whereas on May 20, 1920, the Negro Na-
tional League, the first successful Negro 
League, played its first game; 

Whereas Andrew ‘‘Rube’’ Foster founded 
the Negro National League on February 13, 
1920, at the Paseo YMCA in Kansas City, Mis-
souri, and also managed and played for the 
Chicago American Giants, and was later in-
ducted into the Baseball Hall of Fame; 

Whereas Leroy ‘‘Satchel’’ Paige, who 
began his long career in the Negro Leagues 
and did not make his Major League debut 
until the age of 42, is considered one of the 
greatest pitchers the game has ever seen, 
and during his long career thrilled millions 
of baseball fans with his skill and legendary 
showboating, helping the Cleveland Indians 
win the pennant in his first big league vic-
tory beginning with his first game on July 
15, 1948, and was later inducted into the 
Baseball Hall of Fame; 

Whereas Josh Gibson, who was the greatest 
slugger of the Negro Leagues, tragically died 
months before the integration of baseball, 
and was later inducted into the Baseball Hall 
of Fame; 

Whereas Jackie Robinson, whose career 
began with the Negro League Kansas City 
Monarchs, became the first African-Amer-
ican to play in the Major Leagues in April 
1947, was named Major League Baseball 
Rookie of the Year in 1947, subsequently led 
the Brooklyn Dodgers to 6 National League 
pennants and a World Series championship, 
and was later inducted into the Baseball Hall 
of Fame; 

Whereas Larry Doby, whose career began 
with the Negro League Newark Eagles, be-
came the first African-American to play in 
the American League in July 1947, was an 
All-Star 9 times in Negro League and Major 
League Baseball, and was later inducted into 
the Baseball Hall of Fame; 

Whereas John Jordan ‘‘Buck’’ O’Neil was a 
player and manager of the Negro League 

Kansas City Monarchs, became the first Afri-
can-American coach in the Major Leagues 
with the Chicago Cubs in 1962, served on the 
Veterans Committee of the National Base-
ball Hall of Fame, chaired the Negro Leagues 
Baseball Museum Board of Directors, and 
worked tirelessly to promote the history of 
the Negro Leagues; 

Whereas James ‘‘Cool Papa’’ Bell played, 
coached, and managed in the Negro Leagues 
from 1922 to 1950, discovered, trained, and as-
sisted numerous Negro League players into 
the Major Leagues, and was later inducted 
into the Baseball Hall of Fame; 

Whereas Minnie Minoso played in the 
Negro Leagues for several years before being 
allowed to play in the Major Leagues and 
was denied admission to the Hall of Fame, 
because during his prime years, he was a vic-
tim of racial discrimination; 

Whereas the talents of such players as 
Josh Gibson, James ‘‘Cool Papa’’ Bell, and 
Oscar Charleston earned them recognition in 
the Baseball Hall of Fame as well as the 
Sporting News List of Baseball Greatest 
Players, but they were denied admission to 
the Major Leagues due to the color of their 
skin; 

Whereas Autozone Park in Memphis, Ten-
nessee, hosted the inaugural Civil Rights 
Game between the defending World Cham-
pion St. Louis Cardinals and the Cleveland 
Indians in commemoration of the civil rights 
movement, on March 31, 2007; and 

Whereas by achieving success on the base-
ball field, African-American baseball players 
helped break down color barriers and inte-
grate African-Americans into all aspects of 
society in the United States: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) recognizes the teams and players of the 
Negro Baseball Leagues for their achieve-
ments, dedication, sacrifices, and contribu-
tions to both baseball and our Nation; and 

(2) encourages the observation of Negro 
Leaguers Recognition Day on May 20 of each 
year. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I, along with Senators REID, 
LEAHY, SPECTER, OBAMA, CLINTON, 
BROWNBACK, and MARTINEZ, have 
proudly submitted a concurrent resolu-
tion honoring the Negro Baseball 
Leagues and their players by encour-
aging the recognition of Negro 
Leaguers Recognition Day May 20 of 
each year. My relationship with the 
Negro Leagues players began when I 
successfully worked to persuade Major 
League Baseball to give pension bene-
fits to former players. In 2004, Major 
League Baseball agreed to put up $1 
million for monthly payments to 27 
former Negro Leaguers. Last year, I 
worked with the families of several of 
the most notable Negro Leaguers to 
pass a Senate resolution designating 
May 20, 2006—the date on which the 
Negro National League played its first 
game—as Negro Leaguers Recognition 
Day. 

I am submitting a resolution hon-
oring the Negro Leaguers again this 
year—in cooperation with Representa-
tive COHEN in the House—to dem-
onstrate the support in both Chambers 
for recognizing Negro Leaguers Rec-
ognition Day on May 20 of each year. I 
hope that this will be a day when 
Negro Leaguers and their families will 
return to the ballpark to be honored 

for their historic contributions to the 
game of baseball and to bridging racial 
divisions in our country. 

Since 1885, long before Major League 
Baseball was integrated in 1947, Afri-
can-Americans organized their own 
professional leagues. These leagues did 
not succeed because of racial prejudice 
and lack of adequate financial backing. 
However, this changed dramatically 
with the inception of the first success-
ful Negro league—the Negro National 
League. Its creation was the result of 
the efforts of an African-American 
player and manager named Andrew 
‘‘Rube’’ Foster. Mr. Foster’s success in-
spired the formation of other leagues. 

As a result, on October 3, 1924, the 
first Negro League World Series game 
was played between the Kansas City 
Monarchs of the Negro National 
League and Hilldale of Philadelphia of 
the Eastern Colored League. This his-
toric and exhaustive first series lasted 
10 games, covered a span of almost 3 
weeks, and was played in four different 
cities. In the end, Kansas City claimed 
the championship. 

Some of the names we know and 
some we don’t. Among them are Jackie 
Robinson, the first African-American 
to break the baseball color barrier; 
Satchel Paige, who was considered one 
of the greatest pitchers of all time; 
Josh Gibson, who was a prolific home- 
run hitter; Larry Doby, the first Afri-
can-American to play in the American 
League in July 1947; Buck O’Neil, who 
was the first African-American coach 
in the Major Leagues and who went on 
to head the Negro Leagues Baseball 
Museum; Cool Papa Bell, who was 
known as the fastest man in baseball; 
and Minnie Minoso; the ‘‘Cuban 
Comet,’’ who played on the New York 
Cubans when they won the Negro 
League World Series, and broke the 
color barrier on the Chicago White Sox 
when he joined the team in 1951. 

It is important that we remember 
and honor these players and their 
teammates in the Negro Leagues. In 
breaking down baseball’s color barrier, 
these pioneers dealt a blow to hatred 
and prejudice across America. Today, 
we can honor them by recognizing May 
20 each year as Negro Leaguers Rec-
ognition Day. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, April 26, 2007, at 
9:30 a.m., in open session to receive tes-
timony on legal issues regarding indi-
viduals detained by the Department of 
Defense as unlawful enemy combat-
ants. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 

TRANSPORTATION 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to hold a 
hearing during the session of the Sen-
ate on Thursday, April 26, 2007, at 10 
a.m. in Room 253 of the Russell Senate 
Office Building. The purpose of this 
hearing is to discuss clean coal tech-
nology. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Finance which will meet on Thurs-
day, April 26, 2007, at 1 p.m., in 215 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, to hear 
testimony on ‘‘Coal: A Clean Future’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet on Thursday, April 26, 2007, at 
10 a.m. in Room 485 of the Russell Sen-
ate Office Building to conduct a hear-
ing on S. 462, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes 
of Duck Valley Water Rights Settle-
ment Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on April 26, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. to 
hold a closed business meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AIRLAND 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Airland be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Thursday, April 26, 2007, at 3 p.m., in 
open session to receive testimony on 
Air Force and Navy Aviation in review 
of the defense authorization request for 
fiscal year 2008 and the future years de-
fense program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT AND 
WORKPLACE SAFETY 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Employment and Work-
place Safety, be authorized to hold a 
hearing on OSHA during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, April 26, 2007 
at 10 a.m. in SD–628. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on National Parks be au-
thorized to hold a hearing during the 
session of the Senate on Thursday, 
April 26th, 2007 at 2:30 p.m. in room SD– 

366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the following bills: 
S. 169, to amend the National Trails 
System Act to clarify Federal author-
ity relating to land acquisition from 
willing sellers for the majority of the 
trails in the System; S. 312/H.R. 497, to 
authorize the Marion Park Project and 
Committee of the Palmetto Conserva-
tion Foundation to establish a com-
memorative work on Federal land in 
the District of Columbia and its envi-
rons to honor Brigadier General 
Francis Marion; S. 580, to amend the 
National Trails System Act to require 
the Secretary of the Interior to update 
the feasibility and suitability studies 
of four national historic trails; S. 686, 
to amend the National Trails System 
Act to designate the Washington-Ro-
chambeau Revolutionary Route Na-
tional Historic Trail; S. 722, to direct 
the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture to jointly 
conduct a study of certain land adja-
cent to the Walnut Canyon National 
Monument in the State of Arizona; S. 
783, to adjust the boundary of the 
Barataria Preserve Unit of the Jean 
Lafitte National Historical Park and 
Preserve in the State of Louisiana; S. 
890, to provide for certain administra-
tive and support services for the 
Dwight D. Eisenhower Memorial Com-
mission; and H.R. 1047, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a 
study to determine the suitability and 
feasibility of designating the Soldiers’ 
Memorial Military Museum located in 
St. Louis, MO, as a unit of the National 
Park System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AMERICA COMPETES ACT 
On Wednesday, April 25, 2007, the 

Senate passed S. 761 as follows: 
S. 761 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘America 
COMPETES Act’’ or the ‘‘America Creating 
Opportunities to Meaningfully Promote Ex-
cellence in Technology, Education, and 
Science Act’’. 
SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS; 

TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) DIVISIONS.—This Act is organized into 5 

divisions as follows: 
(1) DIVISION A.—Commerce and Science. 
(2) DIVISION B.—Department of Energy. 
(3) DIVISION B.—Education. 
(4) DIVISION D.—National Science Founda-

tion. 
(5) DIVISION E.—General Provisions. 
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions; 

table of contents. 
DIVISION A—COMMERCE AND SCIENCE 

Sec. 1001. Short title. 
TITLE I—OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECH-

NOLOGY POLICY; GOVERNMENT-WIDE 
SCIENCE 

Sec. 1101. National Science and Technology 
Summit. 

Sec. 1102. Study on barriers to innovation. 
Sec. 1103. National Innovation Medal. 
Sec. 1104. Release of scientific research re-

sults. 
Sec. 1105. Semiannual Science, Technology, 

Engineering, and Mathematics 
Days. 

Sec. 1106. Study of service science. 
TITLE II—INNOVATION PROMOTION 

Sec. 1201. President’s Council on Innovation 
and Competitiveness. 

Sec. 1202. Innovation acceleration research. 
TITLE III—NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 

SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
Sec. 1301. NASA’s contribution to innova-

tion. 
Sec. 1302. Aeronautics Institute for Re-

search. 
Sec. 1303. Basic research enhancement. 
Sec. 1304. Aging workforce issues program. 
Sec. 1305. Conforming amendments. 
Sec. 1306. Fiscal year 2008 basic science and 

research funding. 
TITLE IV—NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY 
Sec. 1401. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 1402. Amendments to the Stevenson- 

Wydler Technology Innovation 
Act of 1980. 

Sec. 1403. Innovation acceleration. 
Sec. 1404. Manufacturing extension. 
Sec. 1405. Experimental Program to Stimu-

late Competitive Technology. 
Sec. 1406. Technical amendments to the Na-

tional Institute of Standards 
and Technology Act and other 
technical amendments. 

Sec. 1407. Clarification of eligible contribu-
tions in connection with re-
gional Centers responsible for 
implementing the objectives of 
the hollings manufacturing 
partnership program. 

TITLE V—OCEAN AND ATMOSPHERIC 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 1501. Ocean and atmospheric research 
and development program. 

Sec. 1502. NOAA ocean and atmospheric 
science education programs. 

Sec. 1503. NOAA’s contribution to innova-
tion. 

Sec. 1504. NOAA accountability and trans-
parency. 

DIVISION B—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Sec. 2001. Short title. 
Sec. 2002. Definitions. 
Sec. 2003. Mathematics, science, and engi-

neering education at the De-
partment of Energy. 

Sec. 2004. Department of Energy early-ca-
reer research grants. 

Sec. 2005. Advanced Research Projects Au-
thority-Energy. 

Sec. 2006. Authorization of appropriations 
for the Department of Energy 
for basic research. 

Sec. 2007. Discovery science and engineering 
innovation institutes. 

Sec. 2008. Protecting America’s Competitive 
Edge (PACE) graduate fellow-
ship program. 

Sec. 2009. Title IX compliance. 
Sec. 2010. High-risk, high-reward research. 
Sec. 2011. Distinguished scientist program. 

DIVISION C—EDUCATION 
Sec. 3001. Findings. 
Sec. 3002. Definitions. 

TITLE I—TEACHER ASSISTANCE 
Subtitle A—Teachers for a Competitive 

Tomorrow 
Sec. 3111. Purpose. 
Sec. 3112. Definitions. 
Sec. 3113. Programs for baccalaureate de-

grees in mathematics, science, 
engineering, or critical foreign 
languages, with concurrent 
teacher certification. 
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Sec. 3114. Programs for master’s degrees in 

mathematics, science, tech-
nology, or critical foreign lan-
guages education. 

Sec. 3115. General provisions. 
Sec. 3116. Authorization of appropriations. 

Subtitle B—Advanced Placement and 
International Baccalaureate Programs 

Sec. 3121. Purpose. 
Sec. 3122. Definitions. 
Sec. 3123. Advanced Placement and Inter-

national Baccalaureate pro-
grams. 

Subtitle C—Promising Practices in Mathe-
matics, Science, Technology, and Engi-
neering Teaching 

Sec. 3131. Promising practices. 
TITLE II—MATHEMATICS 

Sec. 3201. Math Now for elementary school 
and middle school students pro-
gram. 

Sec. 3202. Summer term education pro-
grams. 

Sec. 3203. Math skills for secondary school 
students. 

TITLE III—FOREIGN LANGUAGE 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

Sec. 3301. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 3302. Definitions. 
Sec. 3303. Program authorized. 
Sec. 3304. Authorization of appropriations. 

TITLE IV—ALIGNMENT OF EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 3401. Alignment of secondary school 
graduation requirements with 
the demands of 21st century 
postsecondary endeavors and 
support for P–16 education data 
systems. 

TITLE V—MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
PARTNERSHIP BONUS GRANTS 

Sec. 3501. Mathematics and science partner-
ship bonus grants. 

Sec. 3502. Authorization of appropriations. 
DIVISION D—NATIONAL SCIENCE 

FOUNDATION 
Sec. 4001. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 4002. Strengthening of education and 

human resources directorate 
through equitable distribution 
of new funds. 

Sec. 4003. Graduate fellowships and graduate 
traineeships. 

Sec. 4004. Professional science master’s de-
gree programs. 

Sec. 4005. Increased support for science edu-
cation through the National 
Science Foundation. 

Sec. 4006. Meeting critical national science 
needs. 

Sec. 4007. Reaffirmation of the merit-review 
process of the National Science 
Foundation. 

Sec. 4008. Experimental Program to Stimu-
late Competitive Research. 

Sec. 4009. Encouraging participation. 
Sec. 4010. Cyberinfrastructure. 
Sec. 4011. Federal information and commu-

nications technology research. 
Sec. 4012. Robert Noyce Teacher Program. 
Sec. 4013. Sense of the Senate regarding the 

mathematics and science part-
nership programs of the Depart-
ment of Education and the Na-
tional Science Foundation. 

Sec. 4014. National Science Foundation 
teacher institutes for the 21st 
century. 

Sec. 4015. Partnerships for access to labora-
tory science. 

DIVISION E—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 5001. Collection of data relating to 

trade in services. 
Sec. 5002. Sense of the Senate regarding 

small business growth and cap-
ital markets. 

Sec. 5003. Government Accountability Office 
Review of Activities, Grants, 
and Programs. 

Sec. 5004. Prohibition against funding anti- 
competitiveness. 

Sec. 5005. Feasibility study on free online 
college degree program. 

Sec. 5006. Sense of the Senate regarding 
deemed exports. 

Sec. 5007. Sense of the Senate regarding cap-
ital markets. 

DIVISION A—COMMERCE AND SCIENCE 
SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Amer-
ican Innovation and Competitiveness Act’’. 
TITLE I—OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECH-

NOLOGY POLICY; GOVERNMENT-WIDE 
SCIENCE 

SEC. 1101. NATIONAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
SUMMIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
President shall convene a National Science 
and Technology Summit to examine the 
health and direction of the United States’ 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics enterprises. The Summit shall in-
clude representatives of industry, small busi-
ness, labor, academia, State government, 
Federal research and development agencies, 
non-profit environmental and energy policy 
groups concerned with science and tech-
nology issues, and other nongovernmental 
organizations, including representatives of 
science, technology, and engineering organi-
zations and associations that represent indi-
viduals identified in section 33 or 34 of the 
Science and Engineering Equal Opportuni-
ties Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the conclusion of the Summit, 
the President shall issue a report on the re-
sults of the Summit. The report shall iden-
tify key research and technology challenges 
and recommendations, including rec-
ommendations to increase the representa-
tion of individuals identified in section 33 or 
34 of the Science and Engineering Equal Op-
portunities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b) in 
science, engineering, and technology enter-
prises, for areas of investment for Federal re-
search and technology programs to be car-
ried out during the 5-year period beginning 
on the date the report is issued. 

(c) ANNUAL EVALUATION.—Beginning in 
2008, the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy shall publish and submit 
to Congress an annual report that contains 
recommendations for areas of investment for 
Federal research and technology programs, 
including a justification for each area identi-
fied in the report. Each report submitted 
during the 5-year period beginning on the 
date of the conclusion of the Summit shall 
take into account any recommendations 
made by the Summit. 
SEC. 1102. STUDY ON BARRIERS TO INNOVATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the Office of Science and Tech-
nology Policy shall enter into a contract 
with the National Academy of Sciences to 
conduct and complete a study to identify, 
and to review methods to mitigate, new 
forms of risk for businesses beyond conven-
tional operational and financial risk that af-
fect the ability to innovate, including study-
ing and reviewing— 

(1) incentive and compensation structures 
that could effectively encourage long-term 
value creation and innovation; 

(2) methods of voluntary and supplemental 
disclosure by industry of intellectual cap-
ital, innovation performance, and indicators 
of future valuation; 

(3) means by which government could work 
with industry to enhance the legal and regu-

latory framework to encourage the disclo-
sures described in paragraph (2); 

(4) practices that may be significant deter-
rents to United States businesses engaging 
in innovation risk-taking compared to for-
eign competitors; 

(5) costs faced by United States businesses 
engaging in innovation compared to foreign 
competitors, including the burden placed on 
businesses by high and rising health care 
costs; 

(6) means by which industry, trade associa-
tions, and universities could collaborate to 
support research on management practices 
and methodologies for assessing the value 
and risks of longer term innovation strate-
gies; 

(7) means to encourage new, open, and col-
laborative dialogue between industry asso-
ciations, regulatory authorities, manage-
ment, shareholders, labor, and other con-
cerned interests to encourage appropriate 
approaches to innovation risk-taking; 

(8) incentives to encourage participation 
among institutions of higher education, es-
pecially those in rural and underserved 
areas, to engage in innovation; 

(9) relevant Federal regulations that may 
discourage or encourage innovation; 

(10) all provisions of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, including tax provisions, com-
pliance costs, and reporting requirements, 
that discourage innovation; 

(11) the extent to which Federal funding 
promotes or hinders innovation; 

(12) the extent to which individuals are 
being equipped with the knowledge and skills 
necessary for success in the 21st century 
workforce, as measured by— 

(A) elementary school and secondary 
school student academic achievement on the 
State academic assessments required under 
section 1111(b)(3) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311 
(b)(3)), especially in mathematics, science, 
and reading, identified by ethnicity, race, 
and gender; 

(B) the rate of student entrance into insti-
tutions of higher education, identified by 
ethnicity, race, and gender, by type of insti-
tution, and barriers to access to institutions 
of higher education; 

(C) the rates of— 
(i) students successfully completing post-

secondary education programs, identified by 
ethnicity, race, and gender; and 

(ii) certificates, associate degrees, and bac-
calaureate degrees awarded in the fields of 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics, identified by ethnicity, race, and 
gender; and 

(D) access to, and availability of, high 
quality job training programs; 

(13) the projected outcomes of increasing 
the number of individuals identified in sec-
tion 33 or 34 of the Science and Engineering 
Equal Opportunities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 
1885b) in science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics fields; and 

(14) the identification of strategies to in-
crease the participation of individuals iden-
tified in section 33 or 34 of the Science and 
Engineering Equal Opportunities Act (42 
U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b) in science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics fields. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 1 
year after entering into the contract re-
quired by subsection (a) and 4 years after en-
tering into such contract, the National 
Academy of Sciences shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the study conducted under 
such subsection. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Academy of Sciences $1,000,000 
for fiscal year 2008 for the purpose of car-
rying out the study required under this sec-
tion. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5226 April 26, 2007 
SEC. 1103. NATIONAL INNOVATION MEDAL. 

Section 16 of the Stevenson-Wydler Tech-
nology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3711) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking the section heading and in-
serting ‘‘SEC. 16. NATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 
AND INNOVATION MEDAL.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Tech-
nology Medal’’ and inserting ‘‘Technology 
and Innovation Medal’’. 
SEC. 1104. RELEASE OF SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH 

RESULTS. 
(a) PRINCIPLES.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of the Office of Science and Tech-
nology Policy, in consultation with the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget and the heads of all Federal civilian 
agencies that conduct scientific research, 
shall develop and issue an overarching set of 
principles to ensure the communication and 
open exchange of data and results to other 
agencies, policymakers, and the public of re-
search conducted by a scientist employed by 
a Federal civilian agency and to prevent the 
intentional or unintentional suppression or 
distortion of such research findings. The 
principles shall encourage the open exchange 
of data and results of research undertaken 
by a scientist employed by such an agency 
and shall be consistent with existing Federal 
laws, including chapter 18 of title 35, United 
States Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Bayh- 
Dole Act’’). 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy shall ensure that all ci-
vilian Federal agencies that conduct sci-
entific research develop specific policies and 
procedures regarding the public release of 
data and results of research conducted by a 
scientist employed by such an agency con-
sistent with the principles established under 
subsection (a). Such polices and procedures 
shall— 

(1) specifically address what is and what is 
not permitted or recommended under such 
policies and procedures; 

(2) be specifically designed for each such 
agency; 

(3) be applied uniformly throughout each 
such agency; and 

(4) be widely communicated and readily ac-
cessible to all employees of each such agency 
and the public. 
SEC. 1105. SEMIANNUAL SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, 

ENGINEERING, AND MATHEMATICS 
DAYS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Direc-
tor of the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy should— 

(1) encourage all elementary and middle 
schools to observe a Science, Technology, 
Engineering, and Mathematics Day twice in 
every school year for the purpose of bringing 
in science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics mentors to provide hands-on 
lessons to excite and inspire students to pur-
sue the science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics fields (including continuing 
education and career paths); 

(2) initiate a program, in consultation with 
Federal agencies and departments, to pro-
vide support systems, tools (from existing 
outreach offices), and mechanisms to allow 
and encourage Federal employees with sci-
entific, technological, engineering, or math-
ematical responsibilities to reach out to 
local classrooms on such Science, Tech-
nology, Engineering, and Mathematics Days 
to instruct and inspire school children, fo-
cusing on real life science, technology, engi-
neering, and mathematics-related applicable 
experiences along with hands-on demonstra-
tions in order to demonstrate the advantages 
and direct applications of studying the 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics fields; and 

(3) promote Science, Technology, Engi-
neering, and Mathematics Days involvement 
by private sector and institutions of higher 
education employees, including partnerships 
with scientific, engineering, and mathe-
matical professional organizations rep-
resenting individuals identified in section 33 
or 34 of the Science and Engineering Equal 
Opportunities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b), 
in a manner similar to the Federal employee 
involvement described in paragraph (2). 
SEC. 1106. STUDY OF SERVICE SCIENCE. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that, in order to strengthen the 
competitiveness of United States enterprises 
and institutions and to prepare the people of 
the United States for high-wage, high-skill 
employment, the Federal Government 
should better understand and respond strate-
gically to the emerging management and 
learning discipline known as service science. 

(b) STUDY.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor of the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, through the National Academy of 
Sciences, shall conduct a study and report to 
Congress regarding how the Federal Govern-
ment should support, through research, edu-
cation, and training, the emerging manage-
ment and learning discipline known as serv-
ice science. 

(c) OUTSIDE RESOURCES.—In conducting the 
study under subsection (b), the National 
Academy of Sciences shall consult with lead-
ers from 2- and 4-year institutions of higher 
education, as defined in section 101(a) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a)), leaders from corporations, and other 
relevant parties. 

(d) SERVICE SCIENCE DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘service science’’ means cur-
ricula, training, and research programs that 
are designed to teach individuals to apply 
scientific, engineering, and management dis-
ciplines that integrate elements of computer 
science, operations research, industrial engi-
neering, business strategy, management 
sciences, and social and legal sciences, in 
order to encourage innovation in how organi-
zations create value for customers and share-
holders that could not be achieved through 
such disciplines working in isolation. 

TITLE II—INNOVATION PROMOTION 
SEC. 1201. PRESIDENT’S COUNCIL ON INNOVA-

TION AND COMPETITIVENESS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall es-

tablish a President’s Council on Innovation 
and Competitiveness. 

(b) DUTIES.—The Council’s duties shall in-
clude— 

(1) monitoring implementation of public 
laws and initiatives for promoting innova-
tion, including policies related to research 
funding, taxation, immigration, trade, and 
education that are proposed in this Act or in 
any other Act; 

(2) providing advice to the President with 
respect to global trends in competitiveness 
and innovation and allocation of Federal re-
sources in education, job training, and tech-
nology research and development consid-
ering such global trends in competitiveness 
and innovation; 

(3) in consultation with the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, devel-
oping a process for using metrics to assess 
the impact of existing and proposed policies 
and rules that affect innovation capabilities 
in the United States; 

(4) identifying opportunities and making 
recommendations for the heads of executive 
agencies to improve innovation, monitoring, 
and reporting on the implementation of such 
recommendations; 

(5) developing metrics for measuring the 
progress of the Federal Government with re-
spect to improving conditions for innova-

tion, including through talent development, 
investment, and infrastructure improve-
ments; and 

(6) submitting to the President and Con-
gress an annual report on such progress. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP AND COORDINATION.— 
(1) MEMBERSHIP.—The Council shall be 

composed of the Secretary or head of each of 
the following: 

(A) The Department of Commerce. 
(B) The Department of Defense. 
(C) The Department of Education. 
(D) The Department of Energy. 
(E) The Department of Health and Human 

Services. 
(F) The Department of Homeland Security. 
(G) The Department of Labor. 
(H) The Department of the Treasury. 
(I) The National Aeronautics and Space 

Administration. 
(J) The Securities and Exchange Commis-

sion. 
(K) The National Science Foundation. 
(L) The Office of the United States Trade 

Representative. 
(M) The Office of Management and Budget. 
(N) The Office of Science and Technology 

Policy. 
(O) The Environmental Protection Agency. 
(P) The Small Business Administration. 
(Q) Any other department or agency des-

ignated by the President. 
(2) CHAIRPERSON.—The Secretary of Com-

merce shall serve as Chairperson of the 
Council. 

(3) COORDINATION.—The Chairperson of the 
Council shall ensure appropriate coordina-
tion between the Council and the National 
Economic Council, the National Security 
Council, and the National Science and Tech-
nology Council. 

(4) MEETINGS.—The Council shall meet on a 
semi-annual basis at the call of the Chair-
person and the initial meeting of the Council 
shall occur not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(d) DEVELOPMENT OF INNOVATION AGENDA.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Council shall develop 

a comprehensive agenda for strengthening 
the innovation and competitiveness capabili-
ties of the Federal Government, State gov-
ernments, academia, and the private sector 
in the United States. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The comprehensive agenda 
required by paragraph (1) shall include the 
following: 

(A) An assessment of current strengths and 
weaknesses of the United States investment 
in research and development. 

(B) Recommendations for addressing weak-
nesses and maintaining the United States as 
a world leader in research and development 
and technological innovation, including 
strategies for increasing the participation of 
individuals identified in section 33 or 34 of 
the Science and Engineering Equal Opportu-
nities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b) in 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics fields. 

(C) Recommendations for strengthening 
the innovation and competitiveness capabili-
ties of the Federal government, State gov-
ernments, academia, and the private sector 
in the United States. 

(3) ADVISORS.— 
(A) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than 30 

days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the National Academy of Sciences, in con-
sultation with the National Academy of En-
gineering, the Institute of Medicine, and the 
National Research Council, shall develop and 
submit to the President a list of 50 individ-
uals that are recommended to serve as advi-
sors to the Council during the development 
of the comprehensive agenda required by 
paragraph (1). The list of advisors shall in-
clude appropriate representatives from the 
following: 
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(i) The private sector of the economy. 
(ii) Labor. 
(iii) Various fields including information 

technology, energy, engineering, high-tech-
nology manufacturing, health care, and edu-
cation. 

(iv) Scientific organizations. 
(v) Academic organizations and other non-

governmental organizations working in the 
area of science or technology. 

(vi) Nongovernmental organizations, such 
as professional organizations, that represent 
individuals identified in section 33 or 34 of 
the Science and Engineering Equal Opportu-
nities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b) in the 
areas of science, engineering, technology, 
and mathematics. 

(B) DESIGNATION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date that the National Academy of 
Sciences submits the list of recommended in-
dividuals to serve as advisors, the President 
shall designate 50 individuals to serve as ad-
visors to the Council. 

(C) REQUIREMENT TO CONSULT.—The Council 
shall develop the comprehensive agenda re-
quired by paragraph (1) in consultation with 
the advisors. 

(4) INITIAL SUBMISSION AND UPDATES.— 
(A) INITIAL SUBMISSION.—Not later than 1 

year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Council shall submit to Congress and the 
President the comprehensive agenda re-
quired by paragraph (1). 

(B) UPDATES.—At least once every 2 years, 
the Council shall update the comprehensive 
agenda required by paragraph (1) and submit 
each such update to Congress and the Presi-
dent. 

(e) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 101(b) 
of the High-Performance Computing Act of 
1991 (15 U.S.C. 5511(b)) is amended by striking 
‘‘an’’ in the first sentence and inserting ‘‘a 
distinct’’. 

(f) OPTIONAL ASSIGNMENT.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a) and paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of subsection (c), the President may 
designate an existing council to carry out 
the requirements of this section. 
SEC. 1202. INNOVATION ACCELERATION RE-

SEARCH. 
(a) PROGRAM ESTABLISHED.—The President, 

through the head of each Federal research 
agency, shall establish a program, to be 
known as the Innovation Acceleration Re-
search Program, to support and promote in-
novation in the United States through re-
search projects that can yield results with 
far-ranging or wide-ranging implications but 
are considered too novel or span too diverse 
a range of disciplines to fare well in the tra-
ditional peer review process. Priority in the 
awarding of grants under this program shall 
be given to research projects that— 

(1) meet fundamental technology or sci-
entific challenges; 

(2) involve multidisciplinary work; and 
(3) involve a high degree of novelty. 
(b) DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES.— 
(1) FUNDING GOALS.—The President shall 

ensure that it is the goal of each Executive 
agency (as defined in section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code) that finances research 
in science, mathematics, engineering, and 
technology to allocate approximately 8 per-
cent of the agency’s total annual research 
and development budget to funding research, 
including grants, under the Innovation Ac-
celeration Research Program. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
head of each Executive agency participating 
in the Innovation Acceleration Research 
Program under paragraph (1) shall submit to 
the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy and the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget a plan for 
implementing the research program within 

such Executive agency. An implementation 
plan may incorporate existing initiatives of 
the Executive agencies that promote re-
search in innovation as described in sub-
section (a). 

(B) REQUIRED METRICS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The head of each Execu-

tive agency submitting an implementation 
plan pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall in-
clude metrics upon which grant funding deci-
sions will be made and metrics for assessing 
the success of the grants awarded. 

(ii) METRICS FOR BASIC RESEARCH.—The 
metrics developed under clause (i) to assess 
basic research programs shall assess manage-
ment of the programs and shall not assess 
specific scientific outcomes of the research 
conducted by the programs. 

(C) GRANT DURATION AND RENEWALS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Any grants issued by an 

Executive agency under this section shall be 
for a period not to exceed 3 years. 

(ii) EVALUATION.—Not later than 90 days 
prior to the expiration of a grant issued 
under this section, the Executive agency 
that approved the grant shall complete an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the grant 
based on the metrics established pursuant to 
subparagraph (B). In its evaluation, the Ex-
ecutive agency shall consider the extent to 
which the program funded by the grant met 
the goals of quality improvement and job 
creation. 

(iii) PUBLICATION OF REVIEW.—The Execu-
tive agency shall publish and make available 
to the public the review of each grant ap-
proved pursuant to this section. 

(iv) FAILURE TO MEET METRICS.—Any grant 
that the Executive agency awarding the 
grant determines has failed to satisfy any of 
the metrics developed pursuant to subpara-
graph (B), shall not be eligible for a renewal. 

(v) RENEWAL.—A grant issued under this 
section that satisfies all of the metrics de-
veloped pursuant to subparagraph (B), may 
be renewed once for a period of not more 
than 3 years. Additional renewals may be 
considered only if the head of the Executive 
agency makes a specific finding that the pro-
gram being funded involves a significant 
technology or scientific advance that re-
quires a longer time frame to complete crit-
ical research, and the research satisfies all 
the metrics developed pursuant to subpara-
graph (B). 

(vi) WAIVER.—The head of the Executive 
agency may authorize a waiver of the re-
quirement of clauses (iv) and (v) related to 
satisfying metric requirements if he or she 
determines that the grant failed to meet a 
small number of metrics and the failure was 
not significant for the overall performance 
of the grant. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) FEDERAL RESEARCH AGENCY.—The term 

‘‘Federal research agency’’ means a major 
organizational component of a department 
or agency of the Federal Government, or 
other establishment of the Federal Govern-
ment operating with appropriated funds, 
that has as its primary purpose the perform-
ance of scientific research. 

(2) MAJOR ORGANIZATIONAL COMPONENT.— 
The term ‘‘major organizational compo-
nent’’, with respect to a department, agency, 
or other establishment of the Federal Gov-
ernment, means a component of the depart-
ment, agency, or other establishment that is 
administered by an individual whose rate of 
basic pay is not less than the rate of basic 
pay payable under level V of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5316 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

TITLE III—NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

SEC. 1301. NASA’S CONTRIBUTION TO INNOVA-
TION. 

(a) PARTICIPATION IN INTERAGENCY ACTIVI-
TIES.—The National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration shall be a full participant in 
any interagency effort to promote innova-
tion and economic competitiveness through 
near-term and long-term basic scientific re-
search and development and the promotion 
of science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics education, consistent with the 
agency mission, including authorized activi-
ties. 

(b) HISTORIC FOUNDATION.—In order to 
carry out the participation described in sub-
section (a), the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion shall build on the historic role of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion in stimulating excellence in the ad-
vancement of physical science and engineer-
ing disciplines and in providing opportuni-
ties and incentives for the pursuit of aca-
demic studies in science, technology, engi-
neering, and mathematics. 

(c) BALANCED SCIENCE PROGRAM AND RO-
BUST AUTHORIZATION LEVELS.—The balanced 
science program authorized by section 101(d) 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration Authorization Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 16611) shall be an element of the con-
tribution by the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration to such interagency 
programs. It is the sense of Congress that a 
robust National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, funded at the levels authorized 
for fiscal years 2007 and 2008 under sections 
202 and 203 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 16631 and 
16632) and at appropriate levels in subsequent 
fiscal years would enable a fair balance 
among science, aeronautics, education, ex-
ploration, and human space flight programs 
and allow full participation in any inter-
agency efforts to promote innovation and 
economic competitiveness. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Administrator shall 

submit to Congress and the President an an-
nual report describing the activities con-
ducted pursuant to this section, including a 
description of the goals and the objective 
metrics upon which funding decisions were 
made. 

(2) CONTENT.—Each report submitted pur-
suant to paragraph (1) shall include, with re-
gard to science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics education programs, at a min-
imum, the following: 

(A) A description of each program. 
(B) The amount spent on each program. 
(C) The number of students or teachers 

served by each program. 
(D) Measurement of how each program im-

proved student achievement, including with 
regard to challenging State achievement 
standards. 
SEC. 1302. AERONAUTICS INSTITUTE FOR RE-

SEARCH. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 

National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion shall establish within the Administra-
tion an Aeronautics Institute for Research 
for the purpose of managing the aeronautics 
research carried out by the Administration. 

(2) DIRECTOR.—The Institute shall be head-
ed by a Director with appropriate experience 
in aeronautics research and development. 

(b) DUTIES.—The Institute shall implement 
the programs authorized under title IV of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration Authorization Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 
16701 et seq.). 

(c) COOPERATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Institute shall oper-

ate in conjunction with relevant programs in 
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the Department of Transportation, the De-
partment of Defense, the Department of 
Commerce, and the Department of Homeland 
Security, including the activities of the 
Joint Planning and Development Office es-
tablished under the Vision 100—Century of 
Aviation Reauthorization Act (Public Law 
108–176; 117 Stat. 2490). 

(2) RESOURCES.—The Director of the Insti-
tute may accept assistance, staff, and fund-
ing from those Departments and other Fed-
eral agencies. Any such funding shall be in 
addition to funds authorized for aeronautics 
under the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration Authorization Act of 2005 
(Public Law 109–155). 

(3) OTHER COORDINATION.—The Director of 
the Institute may utilize the Next Genera-
tion Air Transportation Senior Policy Com-
mittee established under section 710 of the 
Vision 100—Century of Aviation Reauthor-
ization Act (Public Law 108–176; 49 U.S.C. 
40101 note) to coordinate its programs with 
other Departments and agencies. 

(d) PARTNERSHIPS.—In developing and car-
rying out its plans, the Institute shall con-
sult with the public and ensure the partici-
pation of experts from the private sector in-
cluding representatives of commercial avia-
tion, general aviation, aviation labor groups, 
aviation research and development entities, 
aircraft and air traffic control suppliers, and 
the space industry. 
SEC. 1303. BASIC RESEARCH ENHANCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, the Director of the National Science 
Foundation, the Secretary of Energy, the 
Secretary of Defense, and Secretary of Com-
merce shall, to the extent practicable, co-
ordinate basic and fundamental research ac-
tivities related to physical sciences, tech-
nology, engineering and mathematics. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF BASIC RESEARCH EX-
ECUTIVE COUNCIL.—In order to ensure effec-
tive application of resources to basic science 
activity and to facilitate cooperative basic 
and fundamental research activities with 
other governmental organizations, the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration shall establish within 
the Administration a Basic Research Execu-
tive Council to oversee the distribution and 
management of programs and resources en-
gaged in support of basic research activity. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of the 
Basic Research Executive Council shall con-
sist of the most senior agency official rep-
resenting each of the following areas of re-
search: 

(1) Space Science. 
(2) Earth Science. 
(3) Life and Microgravity Sciences. 
(4) Aeronautical Research. 
(d) LEADERSHIP.—The Basic Research Exec-

utive Council shall be chaired by an indi-
vidual appointed for that purpose who shall 
have, as a minimum, a appropriate graduate 
degree in a recognizable discipline in the 
physical sciences, and appropriate experi-
ence in the conduct and management of 
basic research activity. The Chairman of the 
Council shall report directly to the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. 

(e) SUPPORTING RESOURCES AND PER-
SONNEL.—The Chairman of the Basic Re-
search Executive Council shall be provided 
with adequate administrative staff support 
to conduct the activity and functions of the 
Council. 

(f) DUTIES.—The Basic Research Executive 
Council shall have, at minimum, the fol-
lowing duties: 

(1) To establish criteria for the identifica-
tion of research activity as basic in nature. 

(2) To establish, in consultation with the 
Office of Science and Technology Policy, the 

National Science Foundation, the National 
Academy of Sciences, the National Institutes 
of Health, and other appropriate external or-
ganizations, a prioritization of fundamental 
research activity to be conducted by the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, to be reviewed and updated on an an-
nual basis, taking into consideration evolv-
ing national research priorities. 

(3) To monitor, review, and evaluate all 
basic research activity of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for com-
pliance with basic research priorities estab-
lished under paragraph (2). 

(4) To make recommendations to the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration regarding adjustments 
in the basic research activities of the Admin-
istration to ensure consistency with the re-
search priorities established under this sec-
tion. 

(5) To provide an annual report to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Science of the House of Represent-
atives outlining the activities of the Council 
during the preceding year and the status of 
basic research activity within the Adminis-
tration. The initial such report, to serve as a 
baseline document, shall be provided within 
90 days after the establishment and initial 
operations of the Council. 
SEC. 1304. AGING WORKFORCE ISSUES PROGRAM. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Admin-
istrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration should implement a 
program to address aging work force issues 
in aerospace that— 

(1) documents technical and management 
experiences before senior people leave the 
Administration, including— 

(A) documenting lessons learned; 
(B) briefing organizations; 
(C) providing opportunities for archiving 

lessons in a database; and 
(D) providing opportunities for near-term 

retirees to transition out early from their 
primary assignment in order to document 
their career lessons learned and brief new 
employees prior to their separation from the 
Administration; 

(2) provides incentives for retirees to re-
turn and teach new employees about their 
career lessons and experiences; and 

(3) provides for the development of an 
award to recognize and reward outstanding 
senior employees for their contributions to 
knowledge sharing. 
SEC. 1305. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

Section 101(d) of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration Authorization Act 
of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16611(d)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
in paragraph (2)(B); 

(2) by striking ‘‘Act.’’ in paragraph (2)(C) 
and inserting ‘‘Act; and’’; 

(3) by adding at the end of paragraph (2) 
the following: 

‘‘(D) the number and content of science ac-
tivities which are undertaken in support of 
science missions described in subparagraph 
(A), and the number and content of science 
activities which may be considered as funda-
mental, or basic research, whether incor-
porated within specific missions or con-
ducted independently of any specific mis-
sion.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end of paragraph (3) 
the following: 

‘‘(H) How NASA science activities can best 
be structured to ensure that basic and funda-
mental research can be effectively main-
tained and coordinated in response to na-
tional goals in competitiveness and innova-
tion, and in contributing to national sci-
entific, technology, engineering and mathe-
matics leadership.’’. 

SEC. 1306. FISCAL YEAR 2008 BASIC SCIENCE AND 
RESEARCH FUNDING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Administrator of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration shall in-
crease funding for basic science and re-
search, including for the Explorer Program, 
for fiscal year 2008 by $160,000,000 by transfer-
ring such amount for such purpose from ac-
counts of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. The transfer shall be 
contingent upon the availability of unobli-
gated balances to the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration. 

TITLE IV—NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY 

SEC. 1401. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 

the Secretary of Commerce for the use of the 
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology— 

(1) for fiscal year 2008, $703,611,000, of which 
$115,000,000 shall be used for the Hollings 
Manufacturing Extension Partnership Pro-
gram; 

(2) for fiscal year 2009, $773,972,000, of which 
$122,005,000 shall be used for the Hollings 
Manufacturing Extension Partnership Pro-
gram; 

(3) for fiscal year 2010, $851,369,000, of which 
$131,766,000 shall be used for the Hollings 
Manufacturing Extension Partnership Pro-
gram; and 

(4) for fiscal year 2011, $936,506,000, of which 
$142,300,000 shall be used for the Hollings 
Manufacturing Extension Partnership Pro-
gram. 
SEC. 1402. AMENDMENTS TO THE STEVENSON- 

WYDLER TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION 
ACT OF 1980. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Steven-
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3704) is repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.—Section 

5314 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘Under Secretary of Com-
merce for Technology.’’. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—Section 4 of the Steven-
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3703) is amended— 

(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (3); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) 

through (13) as paragraphs (1) through (11), 
respectively. 

(3) REPEAL OF AUTHORIZATION.—Section 
21(a) of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology 
Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3713(a)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘sections 
5, 11(g), and 16’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 11(g) 
and 16’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘$500,000 is 
authorized only for the purpose of carrying 
out the requirements of the Japanese tech-
nical literature program established under 
section 5(d) of this Act;’’. 

(4) HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTING ACT OF 
1991.—Section 208 of the High-Performance 
Computing Act of 1991 (15 U.S.C. 5528) is 
amended by striking subsection (c) and re-
designating subsection (d) as subsection (c). 

(5) ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY ACT OF 1998.—Sec-
tion 6(b)(4)(B)(v) of the Assistive Technology 
Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 3005(b)(4)(B)(v)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘the Technology Ad-
ministration of the Department of Com-
merce,’’ and inserting ‘‘the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology,’’. 
SEC. 1403. INNOVATION ACCELERATION. 

(a) PROGRAM.—In order to implement sec-
tion 1202 of this Act, the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
shall— 

(1) establish a program linked to the goals 
and objectives of the measurement labora-
tories, to be known as the ‘‘Standards and 
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Technology Acceleration Research Pro-
gram’’, to support and promote innovation in 
the United States through high-risk, high-re-
ward research; and 

(2) set aside, from funds available to the 
measurement laboratories, an amount equal 
to not less than 8 percent of the funds avail-
able to the Institute each fiscal year for such 
Program. 

(b) EXTERNAL FUNDING.—The Director shall 
ensure that at least 80 percent of the funds 
available for such Program shall be used to 
award competitive, merit-reviewed grants, 
cooperative agreements, or contracts to pub-
lic or private entities, including businesses 
and universities. In selecting entities to re-
ceive such assistance, the Director shall en-
sure that the project proposed by an entity 
has scientific and technical merit and that 
any resulting intellectual property shall vest 
in a United States entity that can commer-
cialize the technology in a timely manner. 
Each external project shall involve at least 
one small or medium-sized business and the 
Director shall give priority to joint ventures 
between small or medium-sized businesses 
and educational institutions. Any grant 
shall be for a period not to exceed 3 years. 

(c) COMPETITIONS.—The Director shall so-
licit proposals annually to address areas of 
national need for high-risk, high-reward re-
search, as identified by the Director. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each year the Direc-
tor shall issue an annual report describing 
the program’s activities, including include a 
description of the metrics upon which grant 
funding decisions were made in the previous 
fiscal year, any proposed changes to those 
metrics, metrics for evaluating the success 
of ongoing and completed grants, and an 
evaluation of ongoing and completed grants. 
The first annual report shall include best 
practices for management of programs to 
stimulate high-risk, high-reward research. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—No more 
than 5 percent of the finding available to the 
program may be used for administrative ex-
penses. 

(f) HIGH-RISK, HIGH-REWARD RESEARCH DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘high-risk, 
high-reward research’’ means research that— 

(1) has the potential for yielding results 
with far-ranging or wide-ranging implica-
tions; 

(2) addresses critical national needs related 
to measurement standards and technology; 
and 

(3) is too novel or spans too diverse a range 
of disciplines to fare well in the traditional 
peer review process. 
SEC. 1404. MANUFACTURING EXTENSION. 

(a) MANUFACTURING CENTER EVALUATION.— 
Section 25(c)(5) of the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 
278k(c)(5)) is amended by inserting ‘‘A Center 
that has not received a positive evaluation 
by the evaluation panel shall be notified by 
the panel of the deficiencies in its perform-
ance and shall be placed on probation for one 
year, after which time the panel shall re-
evaluate the Center. If the Center has not 
addressed the deficiencies identified by the 
panel, or shown a significant improvement in 
its performance, the Director shall conduct a 
new competition to select an operator for 
the Center or may close the Center.’’ after 
‘‘at declining levels.’’. 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—Section 25 of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
Act (15 U.S.C. 278k) is amended by striking 
subsection (d) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(d) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS.—In addition to 
such sums as may be appropriated to the 
Secretary and Director to operate the Cen-
ters program, the Secretary and Director 
also may accept funds from other Federal de-
partments and agencies and under section 

2(c)(7) from the private sector for the pur-
pose of strengthening United States manu-
facturing. Such funds from the private sec-
tor, if allocated to a Center or Centers, shall 
not be considered in the calculation of the 
Federal share of capital and annual oper-
ating and maintenance costs under sub-
section (c).’’. 
SEC. 1405. EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM TO STIMU-

LATE COMPETITIVE TECHNOLOGY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-

tional Institutes of Standards and Tech-
nology shall re-establish the Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Tech-
nology. The purpose of the program shall be 
to strengthen the technological competitive-
ness of those States that have historically 
received less Federal research and develop-
ment funds than a majority of the States 
have received. 

(b) ARRANGEMENTS.—In carrying out the 
program, the Director shall cooperate with 
State, regional, or local science and tech-
nology-based economic development organi-
zation and with representatives of small 
business firms and other appropriate tech-
nology-based businesses. 

(c) GRANTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE-
MENTS.—In carrying out the program, the Di-
rector may make grants or enter into coop-
erative agreements to provide for— 

(1) technology research and development; 
(2) technology transfer from university re-

search; 
(3) technology deployment and diffusion; 

and 
(4) the strengthening of technological and 

innovation capabilities through consortia 
comprised of— 

(A) technology-based small business firms; 
(B) industries and emerging companies; 
(C) institutions of higher education includ-

ing community colleges; and 
(D) State and local development agencies 

and entities. 
(d) REQUIREMENTS FOR MAKING AWARDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In making awards under 

this section, the Director shall ensure that 
the awards are awarded on a competitive 
basis that includes a review of the merits of 
the activities that are the subject of the 
award, giving special emphasis to those 
projects which will increase the participa-
tion of women, Native Americans (including 
Native Hawaiians and Alaska Natives), and 
underrepresented groups in science and tech-
nology. 

(2) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The non-Fed-
eral share of the activities (other than plan-
ning activities) carried out under an award 
under this subsection shall be not less than 
50 percent of the cost of those activities. 

(e) CRITERIA FOR STATES.—The Director 
shall establish criteria for achievement by 
each State that participates in the program. 
Upon the achievement of all such criteria, a 
State shall cease to be eligible to participate 
in the program. 

(f) COORDINATION.—To the extent prac-
ticable, in carrying out this subsection, the 
Director shall coordinate the program with 
other programs of the Department of Com-
merce. 

(g) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director shall prepare and submit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Science of the House of Represent-
atives a report that meets the requirements 
of this subsection. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR REPORT.—The report 
required by this subsection shall contain— 

(A) a description of the structure and pro-
cedures of the program; 

(B) a management plan for the program; 
(C) a description of the merit-based review 

process to be used in the program; 

(D) milestones for the evaluation of activi-
ties to be assisted under the program in fis-
cal year 2008; 

(E) an assessment of the eligibility of each 
State that participates in the Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
of the National Science Foundation to par-
ticipate in the program under this sub-
section; and 

(F) the evaluation criteria with respect to 
which the overall management and effective-
ness of the program will be evaluated. 
SEC. 1406. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO THE NA-

TIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS 
AND TECHNOLOGY ACT AND OTHER 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) RESEARCH FELLOWSHIPS.—Section 18 of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278g–1) is amended 
by striking ‘‘up to 1 per centum of the’’ in 
the first sentence. 

(b) FINANCIAL AGREEMENTS.— 
(1) CLARIFICATION.—Section 2(b)(4) of the 

National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology Act (15 U.S.C. 272(b)(4)) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘and grants and cooperative agree-
ments,’’ after ‘‘arrangements,’’. 

(2) MEMBERSHIPS.—Section 2(c) of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
Act (15 U.S.C. 272(c)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 
in paragraph (21); 

(B) by redesignating paragraph (22) as 
paragraph (23); and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (21) the 
following: 

‘‘(22) notwithstanding subsection (b)(4) of 
this section, sections 6301 through 6308 of 
title 31, United States Code (commonly 
known as the ‘Grants and Cooperative Agree-
ments Act’), sections 3551 through 3556 of 
such title (commonly known as the ‘Com-
petition in Contracting Act’), and the Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulations set forth in 
title 48, Code of Federal Regulations, to ex-
pend appropriated funds for National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology member-
ships in scientific organizations, registration 
fees for attendance at conferences, and spon-
sorship of conferences in furtherance of tech-
nology transfer; and’’. 

(c) OUTDATED SPECIFICATIONS.— 
(1) REDEFINITION OF METRIC SYSTEM.—Sec-

tion 2 of the Act of July 28, 1866, entitled 
‘‘An Act to authorize the Use of the Metric 
System of Weights and Measures’’ (15 U.S.C. 
205; 14 Stat. 339) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 2. METRIC SYSTEM DEFINED. 

‘‘The metric system of measurement shall 
be defined as the International System of 
Units as established in 1960, and subse-
quently maintained, by the General Con-
ference of Weights and Measures, and as in-
terpreted or modified for the United States 
by the Secretary of Commerce.’’. 

(2) REPEAL OF REDUNDANT AND OBSOLETE 
AUTHORITY.—The Act of July 21, 1950, enti-
tled, ‘‘An Act To redefine the units and es-
tablish the standards of electrical and photo-
metric measurements of 1950’’ (15 U.S.C. 223) 
is hereby repealed. 

(3) IDAHO TIME ZONE.—Section 3 of the Act 
of March 19, 1918, (commonly known as the 
‘‘Calder Act’’) (15 U.S.C. 264) is amended— 

(A) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘third zone’’ and inserting ‘‘fourth zone’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘third zone’’ and inserting 
‘‘fourth zone’’. 

(4) STANDARD TIME.—Section 1 of the Act of 
March 19, 1918, (commonly known as the 
‘‘Calder Act’’) (15 U.S.C. 261) is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 
‘‘For the purpose’’; 

(B) by striking the second sentence and the 
extra period after it and inserting ‘‘Except as 
provided in section 3(a) of the Uniform Time 
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Act of 1966 (15 U.S.C. 260a), the standard time 
of the first zone shall be Coordinated Uni-
versal Time retarded by 4 hours; that of the 
second zone retarded by 5 hours; that of the 
third zone retarded by 6 hours; that of the 
fourth zone retarded by 7 hours; that of the 
fifth zone retarded 8 hours; that of the sixth 
zone retarded by 9 hours; that of the seventh 
zone retarded by 10 hours; that of the eighth 
zone retarded by 11 hours; and that of the 
ninth zone shall be Coordinated Universal 
Time advanced by 10 hours.’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) COORDINATED UNIVERSAL TIME DE-

FINED.—In this section, the term ‘Coordi-
nated Universal Time’ means the time scale 
maintained through the General Conference 
of Weights and Measures and interpreted or 
modified for the United States by the Sec-
retary of Commerce in coordination with the 
Secretary of the Navy.’’. 

(d) NON-ENERGY INVENTIONS PROGRAM.— 
Section 27 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278m) is 
repealed. 
SEC. 1407. CLARIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE CON-

TRIBUTIONS IN CONNECTION WITH 
REGIONAL CENTERS RESPONSIBLE 
FOR IMPLEMENTING THE OBJEC-
TIVES OF THE HOLLINGS MANUFAC-
TURING PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM. 

Paragraph (3) of section 25(c) of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
Act (15 U.S.C. 278k(c)(3)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(3) FINANCIAL SUPPORT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any nonprofit institu-

tion, or group thereof, or consortia of non-
profit institutions, including entities exist-
ing on August 23, 1988, may submit to the 
Secretary an application for financial sup-
port under this subsection, in accordance 
with the procedures established by the Sec-
retary and published in the Federal Register 
under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(B) CENTER CONTRIBUTIONS.—In order to 
receive assistance under this section, an ap-
plicant for financial assistance under sub-
paragraph (A) shall provide adequate assur-
ances that non-Federal assets obtained from 
the applicant and the applicant’s partnering 
organizations will be used as a funding 
source to meet not less than 50 percent of 
the costs incurred for the first 3 years and an 
increasing share for each of the last 3 years. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the 
costs incurred means the costs incurred in 
connection with the activities undertaken to 
improve the management, productivity, and 
technological performance of small- and me-
dium-sized manufacturing companies. 

‘‘(C) AGREEMENTS WITH OTHER ENTITIES.—In 
meeting the 50 percent requirement, it is an-
ticipated that a Center will enter into agree-
ments with other entities such as private in-
dustry, universities, and State governments 
to accomplish programmatic objectives and 
access new and existing resources that will 
further the impact of the Federal investment 
made on behalf of small- and medium-sized 
manufacturing companies. All non-Federal 
costs, contributed by such entities and deter-
mined by a Center as programmatically rea-
sonable and allocable are includable as a por-
tion of the Center’s contribution. 

‘‘(D) ALLOCATION OF LEGAL RIGHTS.—Each 
applicant under subparagraph (A) shall also 
submit a proposal for the allocation of any 
legal right associated with any invention 
that may result from an activity of a Center 
for which such applicant receives financial 
assistance under this section.’’. 

TITLE V—OCEAN AND ATMOSPHERIC 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 1501. OCEAN AND ATMOSPHERIC RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM. 

The Administrator of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, in con-

sultation with the Director of the National 
Science Foundation and the Administrator 
of the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, shall establish a coordinated 
program of ocean, coastal, Great Lakes, and 
atmospheric research and development, in 
collaboration with academic institutions and 
other nongovernmental entities, that shall 
focus on the development of advanced tech-
nologies and analytical methods that will 
promote United States leadership in ocean 
and atmospheric science and competitive-
ness in the applied uses of such knowledge. 
SEC. 1502. NOAA OCEAN AND ATMOSPHERIC 

SCIENCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration shall conduct, develop, support, pro-
mote, and coordinate formal and informal 
educational activities at all levels to en-
hance public awareness and understanding of 
ocean, coastal, Great Lakes, and atmos-
pheric science and stewardship by the gen-
eral public and other coastal stakeholders, 
including underrepresented groups in ocean 
and atmospheric science and policy careers. 
In conducting those activities, the Adminis-
trator shall build upon the educational pro-
grams and activities of the agency. 

(b) NOAA SCIENCE EDUCATION PLAN.—The 
Administrator, appropriate National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration programs, 
ocean atmospheric science and education ex-
perts, and interested members of the public 
shall develop a science education plan set-
ting forth education goals and strategies for 
the Administration, as well as programmatic 
actions to carry out such goals and priorities 
over the next 20 years, and evaluate and up-
date such plan every 5 years. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to affect the application of 
section 438 of the General Education Provi-
sions Act (20 U.S.C. 1232a) or sections 504 and 
508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 
U.S.C. 794 and 794d). 
SEC. 1503. NOAA’S CONTRIBUTION TO INNOVA-

TION. 
(a) PARTICIPATION IN INTERAGENCY ACTIVI-

TIES.—The National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration shall be a full partici-
pant in any interagency effort to promote in-
novation and economic competitiveness 
through near-term and long-term basic sci-
entific research and development and the 
promotion of science, technology, engineer-
ing, and mathematics education, consistent 
with the agency mission, including author-
ized activities. 

(b) HISTORIC FOUNDATION.—In order to 
carry out the participation described in sub-
section (a), the Administrator of the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion shall build on the historic role of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration in stimulating excellence in the ad-
vancement of ocean and atmospheric science 
and engineering disciplines and in providing 
opportunities and incentives for the pursuit 
of academic studies in science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics. 
SEC. 1504. NOAA ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANS-

PARENCY. 
(a) REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT 

WITH NOAA FUNDS.— 
(1) REQUIREMENT FOR REVIEW.—The Inspec-

tor General of the Department of Commerce 
shall conduct routine, independent reviews 
of the activities carried out with grants or 
other financial assistance made available by 
the Administrator of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration. Such re-
views shall include cost-benefit analysis of 
such activities and reviews to determine if 
the goals of such activities are being accom-
plished. 

(2) AVAILABILITY TO THE PUBLIC.—The Ad-
ministrator shall make each review con-

ducted pursuant to paragraph (1) available to 
the public through the website of the Admin-
istration not later than 60 days after the 
date such review is completed. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON USE OF NOAA FUNDS 
FOR MEETINGS.—No funds made available by 
the Administrator through a grant or con-
tract may be used by the person who re-
ceived such grant or contract, including any 
subcontractor to such person, for a banquet 
or conference, other than a conference re-
lated to training or a routine meeting with 
officers or employees of the Administration 
to discuss an ongoing project or training. 

(c) PROHIBITION ON CONFLICTS OF INTER-
EST.—Each person who receives funds from 
the Administrator through a grant or con-
tract shall submit to the Administrator a 
certification stating that none of such funds 
will be made available through a subcontract 
or in any other manner to another person 
who has a financial interest or other conflict 
of interest with the person who received such 
funds from the Administrator. 

DIVISION B—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE. 

This division may be cited as the ‘‘Pro-
tecting America’s Competitive Edge 
Through Energy Act’’ or the ‘‘PACE–Energy 
Act’’. 
SEC. 2002. DEFINITIONS. 

In this division: 
(1) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’ 

means the Department of Energy. 
(2) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—The 

term ‘‘institution of higher education’’ has 
the meaning given in section 101(a) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a)). 

(3) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The term ‘‘Na-
tional Laboratory’’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2 of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 15801). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Energy, acting 
through the Under Secretary for Science ap-
pointed under section 202(b) of the Depart-
ment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 
7132(b)). 
SEC. 2003. MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND ENGI-

NEERING EDUCATION AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY. 

(a) SCIENCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 3164 of the Department of Energy 
Science Education Enhancement Act (42 
U.S.C. 7381a) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) 
through (d) as subsections (c) through (e), re-
spectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) ORGANIZATION OF MATHEMATICS, 
SCIENCE, AND ENGINEERING EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS.— 

‘‘(1) DIRECTOR OF MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE 
AND ENGINEERING EDUCATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary, acting through the Under Secretary 
for Science (referred to in this subsection as 
the ‘Under Secretary’), shall appoint a Direc-
tor of Mathematics, Science, and Engineer-
ing Education (referred to in this subsection 
as the ‘Director’) with the principal responsi-
bility for administering mathematics, 
science, and engineering education programs 
across all functions of the Department. 

‘‘(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Director shall 
be an individual, who by reason of profes-
sional background and experience, is spe-
cially qualified to advise the Under Sec-
retary on all matters pertaining to mathe-
matics, science, and engineering education 
at the Department. 

‘‘(3) DUTIES.—The Director shall— 
‘‘(A) oversee all mathematics, science, and 

engineering education programs of the De-
partment; 
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‘‘(B) represent the Department as the prin-

cipal interagency liaison for all mathe-
matics, science, and engineering education 
programs, unless otherwise represented by 
the Secretary or the Under Secretary; 

‘‘(C) prepare the annual budget and advise 
the Under Secretary on all budgetary issues 
for mathematics, science, and engineering 
education programs of the Department; 

‘‘(D) increase, to the maximum extent 
practicable, the participation and advance-
ment of women and underrepresented mi-
norities at every level of science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics edu-
cation; and 

‘‘(E) perform other such matters related to 
mathematics, science, and engineering edu-
cation as are required by the Secretary or 
the Under Secretary. 

‘‘(4) STAFF AND OTHER RESOURCES.—The 
Secretary shall assign to the Director such 
personnel and other resources as the Sec-
retary considers necessary to permit the Di-
rector to carry out the duties of the Direc-
tor. 

‘‘(5) ASSESSMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

offer to enter into a contract with the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences under which the 
National Academy, not later than 5 years 
after, and not later than 10 years after, the 
date of enactment of this paragraph, shall 
assess the performance of the mathematics, 
science, and engineering education programs 
of the Department. 

‘‘(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—An assessment 
under this paragraph shall be conducted tak-
ing into consideration, where applicable, the 
effect of mathematics, science, and engineer-
ing education programs of the Department 
on student academic achievement in math 
and science. 

‘‘(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sub-
section.’’; and 

(3) by striking subsection (d) (as redesig-
nated by paragraph (1)) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND ENGINEER-
ING EDUCATION FUND.—The Secretary shall 
establish a Mathematics, Science, and Engi-
neering Education Fund, using not less than 
0.3 percent of the amount made available to 
the Department for research, development, 
demonstration, and commercial application 
for each fiscal year, to carry out sections 
3165, 3166, and 3167.’’. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall— 
(1) consult with the Secretary of Education 

regarding activities authorized under sub-
part B of the Department of Energy Science 
Education Enhancement Act (as added by 
subsection (d)(3)) to improve mathematics 
and science education; and 

(2) otherwise make available to the Sec-
retary of Education reports associated with 
programs authorized under that section. 

(c) DEFINITION.—Section 3168 of the Depart-
ment of Energy Science Education Enhance-
ment Act (42 U.S.C. 7381d) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The term ‘Na-
tional Laboratory’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2 of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 15801).’’. 

(d) MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND ENGINEER-
ING EDUCATION PROGRAMS.—The Department 
of Energy Science Education Enhancement 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7381 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by inserting after section 3162 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Subpart A—Science Education 
Enhancement’’; 

(2) in section 3169, by striking ‘‘part’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subpart’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Subpart B—Mathematics, Science, and 
Engineering Education Programs 

‘‘SEC. 3170. DEFINITIONS. 
‘‘In this subpart: 
‘‘(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 

the Director of Mathematics, Science, and 
Engineering Education. 

‘‘(2) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The term ‘Na-
tional Laboratory’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2 of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 15801). 
‘‘CHAPTER 1—ASSISTANCE FOR SPE-

CIALTY SCHOOLS FOR MATHEMATICS 
AND SCIENCE 

‘‘SEC. 3171. SPECIALTY SCHOOLS FOR MATHE-
MATICS AND SCIENCE. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to provide assistance to States to estab-
lish or expand public, statewide specialty 
secondary schools that provide comprehen-
sive mathematics and science (including en-
gineering and technology) education to im-
prove the academic achievement of students 
in mathematics and science. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION OF SPECIALTY SCHOOL FOR 
MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE.—In this chapter, 
the term ‘specialty school for mathematics 
and science’ means a public secondary school 
(including a school that provides residential 
services to students) that— 

‘‘(1) serves students residing in the State 
in which the school is located; and 

‘‘(2) offers to those students a high-quality, 
comprehensive mathematics and science (in-
cluding engineering and technology) cur-
riculum designed to improve the academic 
achievement of students in mathematics and 
science. 

‘‘(c) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amounts au-

thorized under subsection (i), the Secretary, 
acting through the Director, shall award 
grants, on a competitive basis, to States in 
order to provide assistance to the States for 
the costs of establishing or expanding public, 
statewide specialty schools for mathematics 
and science. 

‘‘(2) RESOURCES.—The Director shall ensure 
that appropriate resources of the Depart-
ment, including the National Laboratories, 
are available to schools funded under this 
section in order to— 

‘‘(A) increase experiential, hands-on learn-
ing opportunities in mathematics, science, 
engineering, and technology for students at-
tending such schools; and 

‘‘(B) provide ongoing professional develop-
ment opportunities for teachers employed at 
such schools. 

‘‘(3) ASSISTANCE.—Consistent with sections 
3165 and 3166, the Director shall make avail-
able necessary funds for a program using sci-
entific and engineering staff of the National 
Laboratories, during which the staff— 

‘‘(A) assists teachers in teaching courses at 
the schools funded under this section; 

‘‘(B) uses National Laboratory scientific 
equipment in teaching the courses; and 

‘‘(C) uses distance education and other 
technologies to provide assistance described 
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) to schools fund-
ed under this section that are not located 
near the National Laboratories. 

‘‘(4) RESTRICTION.—No State shall receive 
funding for more than 1 specialty school for 
mathematics and science for a fiscal year. 

‘‘(d) FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL SHARES.— 
‘‘(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 

the costs described in subsection (c)(1) shall 
not exceed 50 percent. 

‘‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of the costs described in subsection 
(c)(1) shall be— 

‘‘(A) not less than 50 percent; and 
‘‘(B) provided from non-Federal sources, in 

cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, including 
services. 

‘‘(e) APPLICATION.—Each State desiring a 
grant under this section shall submit an ap-
plication to the Director at such time, in 
such manner, and accompanied by such in-
formation as the Director may require that 
describes— 

‘‘(1) the process by which and selection cri-
teria with which the State will select and 
designate a school as a specialty school for 
mathematics and science in accordance with 
this section; 

‘‘(2) how the State will ensure that funds 
made available under this section are used to 
establish or expand a specialty school for 
mathematics and science— 

‘‘(A) in accordance with the activities de-
scribed in subsection (g); and 

‘‘(B) that has the capacity to improve the 
academic achievement of all students in all 
core academic subjects, and particularly in 
mathematics and science; 

‘‘(3) how the State will measure the extent 
to which the school increases student aca-
demic achievement on State academic 
achievement standards in mathematics, 
science, and, to the extent applicable, tech-
nology and engineering; 

‘‘(4) the curricula and materials to be used 
in the school; 

‘‘(5) the availability of funds from non-Fed-
eral sources for the non-Federal share of the 
costs of the activities authorized under this 
section; and 

‘‘(6) how the State will use technical as-
sistance and support from the Department, 
including the National Laboratories, and 
other entities with experience and expertise 
in mathematics, science, technology, and en-
gineering education, including institutions 
of higher education. 

‘‘(f) DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding grants 
under this section, the Director shall— 

‘‘(1) ensure a wide, equitable distribution 
among States that propose to serve students 
from urban and rural areas; and 

‘‘(2) provide equal consideration to States 
without National Laboratories. 

‘‘(g) USES OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that receives a 

grant under this section shall use the funds 
made available through the grant to— 

‘‘(A) employ proven strategies and methods 
for improving student learning and teaching 
in mathematics, science, technology, and en-
gineering; 

‘‘(B) integrate into the curriculum of the 
school comprehensive mathematics and 
science education, including instruction and 
assessments in mathematics, science, and to 
the extent applicable, technology and engi-
neering that are aligned with the State’s 
academic content and student academic 
achievement standards (within the meaning 
of section 1111 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311)), classroom management, professional 
development, parental involvement, and 
school management; and 

‘‘(C) provide high-quality and continuous 
teacher and staff professional development. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Grant funds under this 
section may be used for activities described 
in paragraph (1) only if the activities are di-
rectly related to improving student aca-
demic achievement in mathematics, science, 
and to the extent applicable, technology and 
engineering. 

‘‘(h) EVALUATION AND REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) STATE EVALUATION AND REPORT.— 
‘‘(A) EVALUATION.—Each State that re-

ceives a grant under this section shall de-
velop and carry out an evaluation and ac-
countability plan for the activities funded 
through the grant that measures the impact 
of the activities, including measurable objec-
tives for improved student academic achieve-
ment on State mathematics, science, and, to 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00109 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5232 April 26, 2007 
the extent applicable, technology and engi-
neering assessments. 

‘‘(B) REPORT.—The State shall submit to 
the Director a report containing the results 
of the evaluation and accountability plan. 

‘‘(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of the 
PACE–Energy Act, the Director shall submit 
a report to the appropriate committees of 
Congress detailing the impact of the activi-
ties assisted with funds made available under 
this section. 

‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

‘‘(1) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(2) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
‘‘(3) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(4) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

‘‘CHAPTER 2—EXPERIENTIAL-BASED 
LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES 

‘‘SEC. 3175. EXPERIENTIAL-BASED LEARNING OP-
PORTUNITIES. 

‘‘(a) INTERNSHIPS AUTHORIZED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amounts au-

thorized under subsection (f), the Secretary, 
acting through the Director, shall establish 
a summer internship program for middle 
school and secondary school students that 
shall— 

‘‘(A) provide the students with internships 
at the National Laboratories; 

‘‘(B) promote experiential, hands-on learn-
ing in mathematics, science, technology, or 
engineering; and 

‘‘(C) be of at least 2 weeks in duration. 
‘‘(2) RESIDENTIAL SERVICES.—The Director 

may provide residential services to students 
participating in the Internship authorized 
under this chapter. 

‘‘(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall estab-

lish criteria to determine the sufficient level 
of academic preparedness necessary for a 
student to be eligible for an internship under 
this section. 

‘‘(2) PARTICIPATION.—The Director shall en-
sure the participation of students from a 
wide distribution of States, including States 
without National Laboratories. 

‘‘(3) STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT.—The Director 
may consider the academic achievement of 
middle and secondary school students in de-
termining eligibility under this section, in 
accordance with subsection (1) and (2). 

‘‘(c) PRIORITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall give 

priority for an internship under this section 
to a student who meets the eligibility cri-
teria described in subsection (b) and who at-
tends a school— 

‘‘(A)(i) in which not less than 30 percent of 
the children enrolled in the school are from 
low-income families; or 

‘‘(ii) that is designated with a school locale 
code of 6, 7, or 8, as determined by the Sec-
retary of Education; and 

‘‘(B) for which there is— 
‘‘(i) a high percentage of teachers who are 

not teaching in the academic subject areas 
or grade levels in which the teachers were 
trained to teach; 

‘‘(ii) a high teacher turnover rate; or 
‘‘(iii) a high percentage of teachers with 

emergency, provisional, or temporary cer-
tification or licenses. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION.—The Director shall 
consult with the Secretary of Education in 
order to determine whether a student meets 
the priority requirements of this subsection. 

‘‘(d) OUTREACH AND EXPERIENTIAL-BASED 
PROGRAMS FOR MINORITY STUDENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, in cooperation with 
Hispanic-serving institutions, historically 
Black colleges and universities, tribally con-
trolled colleges and universities, Alaska 

Native- and Native Hawaiian-serving institu-
tions, and other minority-serving institu-
tions and nonprofit entities with substantial 
experience relating to outreach and experi-
ential-based learning projects, shall estab-
lish outreach and experiential-based learning 
programs that will encourage underrep-
resented minority students in kindergarten 
through grade 12 to pursue careers in math, 
science, and engineering. 

‘‘(2) COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that the programs estab-
lished under paragraph (1) involve, to the 
maximum extent practicable— 

‘‘(A) participation by parents and edu-
cators; and 

‘‘(B) the establishment of partnerships 
with business organizations and appropriate 
Federal, State, and local agencies. 

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTION.—The Secretary shall en-
sure that the programs established under 
paragraph (1) are located in diverse geo-
graphic regions of the United States, to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

‘‘(e) EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
PLAN.—The Director shall develop an evalua-
tion and accountability plan for the activi-
ties funded under this chapter that objec-
tively measures the impact of the activities. 

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $15,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2008 through 2011. 
‘‘CHAPTER 3—NATIONAL LABORATORIES 

CENTERS OF EXCELLENCE IN MATHE-
MATICS, SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND 
ENGINEERING EDUCATION 

‘‘SEC. 3181. NATIONAL LABORATORIES CENTERS 
OF EXCELLENCE IN MATHEMATICS, 
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND ENGI-
NEERING EDUCATION. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF HIGH-NEED PUBLIC SEC-
ONDARY SCHOOL.—In this chapter, the term 
‘high-need public secondary school’ means a 
secondary school— 

‘‘(1) with a high concentration of low-in-
come individuals (as defined in section 1707 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6537)); or 

‘‘(2) designated with a school locale code of 
6, 7, or 8, as determined by the Secretary of 
Education. 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish at each of the National Labora-
tories a program to support a Center of Ex-
cellence in Mathematics, Science, Tech-
nology, and Engineering at 1 high-need pub-
lic secondary school located in the region of 
the National Laboratory to provide assist-
ance in accordance with subsection (f). 

‘‘(c) PARTNERSHIP.—Each high-need public 
secondary school selected as a Center of Ex-
cellence shall form a partnership with a de-
partment that provides training for teachers 
and principals at an institution of higher 
education for purposes of compliance with 
subsection (g). 

‘‘(d) SELECTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Director, shall establish criteria 
to guide the National Laboratories in select-
ing the sites of the Centers of Excellence. 

‘‘(2) PROCESS.—The National Laboratories 
shall select the sites of the Centers of Excel-
lence through an open, widely publicized, 
and competitive process. 

‘‘(e) GOALS.—The Secretary shall establish 
goals and performance assessments for each 
Center of Excellence authorized under sub-
section (b). 

‘‘(f) ASSISTANCE.—Consistent with sections 
3165 and 3166, the Director shall make avail-
able necessary funds for a program using sci-
entific and engineering staff of the National 
Laboratories, during which the staff— 

‘‘(1) assists teachers in teaching courses at 
the Centers of Excellence in Mathematics, 
Science, Technology, and Engineering; and 

‘‘(2) uses National Laboratory scientific 
equipment in the teaching of the courses. 

‘‘(g) SPECIAL RULE.—Each Center of Excel-
lence shall ensure— 

‘‘(1) provision of clinical practicum, stu-
dent teaching, or internship experiences for 
mathematics, science, and technology teach-
er candidates as part of its teacher prepara-
tion program; 

‘‘(2) provision of supervision and mentoring 
for teacher candidates in the teacher prepa-
ration program; and 

‘‘(3) to the maximum extent practicable, 
provision of professional development for 
veteran teachers in the public secondary 
schools in the region. 

‘‘(h) EVALUATION.—The Secretary shall 
consider the results of performance assess-
ments required under subsection (e) in deter-
mining the contract award fee of a National 
Laboratory management and operations con-
tractor. 

‘‘(i) PLAN.—The Director shall— 
‘‘(1) develop an evaluation and account-

ability plan for the activities funded under 
this chapter that objectively measures the 
impact of the activities; and 

‘‘(2) disseminate information obtained 
from those measurements. 

‘‘(j) NO EFFECT ON SIMILAR PROGRAMS.— 
Nothing in this section displaces or other-
wise affects any similar program being car-
ried out as of the date of enactment of this 
subpart at any National Laboratory under 
any other provision of law. 

‘‘CHAPTER 4—SUMMER INSTITUTES 
‘‘SEC. 3185. SUMMER INSTITUTES. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE PARTNER.—The term ‘eligible 

partner’ means— 
‘‘(A) the mathematics, science, or engi-

neering department at an institution of 
higher education, acting in coordination 
with a department at an institution of high-
er education that provides training for 
teachers and principals; or 

‘‘(B) a nonprofit entity with expertise in 
providing professional development for 
mathematics, science, or technology teach-
ers. 

‘‘(2) SUMMER INSTITUTE.—The term ‘sum-
mer institute’ means an institute, conducted 
during the summer, that— 

‘‘(A) is conducted for a period of not less 
than 2 weeks; 

‘‘(B) includes, as a component, a program 
that provides direct interaction between stu-
dents and faculty, including personnel of 1 or 
more National Laboratories who have sci-
entific expertise; and 

‘‘(C) provides for follow-up training, during 
the academic year, that is conducted in the 
classroom. 

‘‘(b) SUMMER INSTITUTE PROGRAMS AUTHOR-
IZED.— 

‘‘(1) PROGRAMS AT THE NATIONAL LABORA-
TORIES.—The Secretary, acting through the 
Director, shall establish or expand programs 
of summer institutes at each of the National 
Laboratories to provide additional training 
to strengthen the mathematics, science, 
technology, and engineering teaching skills 
of teachers employed at public schools for 
kindergarten through grade 12, in accordance 
with the activities authorized under sub-
sections (c) and (d). 

‘‘(2) PROGRAMS WITH ELIGIBLE PARTNERS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Director, shall identify and pro-
vide assistance to eligible partners to estab-
lish or expand programs of summer insti-
tutes that provide additional training to 
strengthen the mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering teaching skills of 
teachers employed at public schools for kin-
dergarten through grade 12, in accordance 
with the activities authorized under sub-
sections (c) and (d). 
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‘‘(B) ASSISTANCE.—Consistent with sections 

3165 and 3166, the Director shall make avail-
able necessary funds for a program using sci-
entific and engineering staff of the National 
Laboratories, during which the staff— 

‘‘(i) assists in providing training to teach-
ers at summer institutes; and 

‘‘(ii) uses National Laboratory scientific 
equipment in the training. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION OF AMOUNT.—To carry out 
this paragraph, the Director may use not 
more than 50 percent of the amounts author-
ized under subsection (h) for a fiscal year. 

‘‘(c) REQUIRED ACTIVITIES.—Each program 
authorized under subsection (b) shall— 

‘‘(1) create opportunities for enhanced and 
ongoing professional development for teach-
ers that improves the mathematics, science, 
technology, and engineering content knowl-
edge of such teachers; 

‘‘(2) include material pertaining to recent 
developments in mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering pedagogy; 

‘‘(3) provide training on the use and inte-
gration of technology in the classroom; 

‘‘(4) directly relate to the curriculum and 
academic areas in which the teachers pro-
vide instruction; 

‘‘(5) enhance the ability of the teachers to 
understand and use the challenging State 
academic content standards for mathe-
matics, science, and, to the extent applica-
ble, technology and engineering and to select 
appropriate curricula; 

‘‘(6) train teachers to use curricula that 
are— 

‘‘(A) based on scientific research; 
‘‘(B) aligned with challenging State aca-

demic content standards; and 
‘‘(C) object-centered, experiment-oriented, 

and concept- and content-based; 
‘‘(7) provide professional development ac-

tivities, including supplemental and follow- 
up activities; and 

‘‘(8) allow for the exchange of best prac-
tices among the participants. 

‘‘(d) PERMISSIBLE ACTIVITIES.—A program 
authorized under subsection (b) may in-
clude— 

‘‘(1) a program that provides teachers with 
opportunities to work under the guidance of 
experienced teachers and college faculty; 

‘‘(2) instruction in the use and integration 
of data and assessments to inform and in-
struct classroom practice; and 

‘‘(3) extended master teacher programs. 
‘‘(e) PRIORITY.—To the maximum extent 

practicable, the Director shall ensure that 
each summer institute program authorized 
under subsection (b) provides training to— 

‘‘(1) teachers from a wide range of school 
districts; 

‘‘(2) teachers from disadvantaged school 
districts; and 

‘‘(3) teachers from groups underrepresented 
in the fields of mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering teaching, including 
women and members of minority groups. 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION.—The 
Director shall consult and coordinate with 
the Secretary of Education and the Director 
of the National Science Foundation regard-
ing the implementation of the programs au-
thorized under subsection (b). 

‘‘(g) EVALUATION AND ACCOUNTABILITY 
PLAN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall de-
velop an evaluation and accountability plan 
for the activities funded under this section 
that measures the impact of the activities. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The evaluation and ac-
countability plan shall include— 

‘‘(A) measurable objectives to increase the 
number of mathematics, science, and tech-
nology teachers who participate in the sum-
mer institutes involved; and 

‘‘(B) measurable objectives for improved 
student academic achievement on State 

mathematics, science, and to the extent ap-
plicable, technology and engineering assess-
ments. 

‘‘(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
shall submit to Congress with the annual 
budget submission of the Secretary a report 
on how the activities assisted under this sec-
tion improve the mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering teaching skills of 
participating teachers. 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

‘‘(1) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(2) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
‘‘(3) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(4) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

‘‘CHAPTER 5—NUCLEAR SCIENCE 
EDUCATION 

‘‘SEC. 3191. NUCLEAR SCIENCE TALENT EXPAN-
SION PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONS 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this sec-
tion are— 

‘‘(1) to address the decline in the number of 
and resources available to nuclear science 
programs of institutions of higher education; 
and 

‘‘(2) to increase the number of graduates 
with degrees in nuclear science, an area of 
strategic importance to the economic com-
petitiveness and energy security of the 
United States. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION OF NUCLEAR SCIENCE.—In 
this section, the term ‘nuclear science’ in-
cludes— 

‘‘(1) nuclear science; 
‘‘(2) nuclear engineering; 
‘‘(3) nuclear chemistry; 
‘‘(4) radio chemistry; and 
‘‘(5) health physics. 
‘‘(c) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary, act-

ing through the Director, shall establish in 
accordance with this section a program to 
expand and enhance institution of higher 
education nuclear science educational capa-
bilities. 

‘‘(d) NUCLEAR SCIENCE PROGRAM EXPANSION 
GRANTS FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director, shall award up to 3 
competitive grants for each fiscal year to in-
stitutions of higher education that establish 
new academic degree programs in nuclear 
science. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a grant 
under this subsection, an applicant shall 
partner with a National Laboratory or other 
eligible nuclear-related entity, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) CRITERIA.—Criteria for a grant award-
ed under this subsection shall be based on— 

‘‘(A) the potential to attract new students 
to the program; 

‘‘(B) academic rigor; and 
‘‘(C) the ability to offer hands-on learning 

opportunities. 
‘‘(4) DURATION AND AMOUNT.— 
‘‘(A) DURATION.—A grant under this sub-

section shall be 5 years in duration. 
‘‘(B) AMOUNT.—An institution of higher 

education that receives a grant under this 
subsection shall be eligible for up to 
$1,000,000 for each year of the grant period. 

‘‘(5) USE OF FUNDS.—An institution of high-
er education that receives a grant under this 
subsection may use the grant to— 

‘‘(A) recruit and retain new faculty; 
‘‘(B) develop core and specialized course 

content; 
‘‘(C) encourage collaboration between fac-

ulty and researchers in the nuclear science 
field; or 

‘‘(D) support outreach efforts to recruit 
students. 

‘‘(e) NUCLEAR SCIENCE COMPETITIVENESS 
GRANTS FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Director shall award up to 10 
competitive grants for each fiscal year to in-
stitutions of higher education with existing 
academic degree programs that produce 
graduates in nuclear science. 

‘‘(2) CRITERIA.—Criteria for a grant award-
ed under this subsection shall be based on 
the potential for increasing the number and 
academic quality of graduates in the nuclear 
sciences who enter into careers in nuclear- 
related fields. 

‘‘(3) DURATION AND AMOUNT.— 
‘‘(A) DURATION.—A grant under this sub-

section shall be 5 years in duration. 
‘‘(B) AMOUNT.—An institution of higher 

education that receives a grant under this 
subsection shall be eligible for up to $500,000 
for each year of the grant period. 

‘‘(4) USE OF FUNDS.—An institution of high-
er education that receives a grant under this 
subsection may use the grant to— 

‘‘(A) increase the number of graduates in 
nuclear science that enter into careers in the 
nuclear science field; 

‘‘(B) enhance the teaching of advanced nu-
clear technologies; 

‘‘(C) aggressively pursue collaboration op-
portunities with industry and National Lab-
oratories; 

‘‘(D) bolster or sustain nuclear infrastruc-
ture and research facilities of the institution 
of higher education, such as research and 
training reactors or laboratories; and 

‘‘(E) provide tuition assistance and sti-
pends to undergraduate and graduate stu-
dents. 

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) NUCLEAR SCIENCE PROGRAM EXPANSION 

GRANTS FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out subsection (d)— 

‘‘(A) $9,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(B) $13,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
‘‘(C) $18,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(D) $22,500,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
‘‘(2) NUCLEAR SCIENCE COMPETITIVENESS 

GRANTS FOR INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION.—There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out subsection (e)— 

‘‘(A) $11,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
‘‘(B) $16,500,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
‘‘(C) $22,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(D) $27,500,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

‘‘CHAPTER 6—ADMINISTRATION 
‘‘SEC. 3195. MENTORING PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—As part of the programs 
established under chapters 1, 3, and 4, the Di-
rector shall establish a program to recruit 
and provide mentors for women and under-
represented minorities who are interested in 
careers in mathematics, science, and engi-
neering. The program shall pair mentors 
with women and minorities who are in pro-
grams of study at specialty schools for math-
ematics and science, Centers of Excellence, 
and summer institutes established under 
chapters 1, 3, and 4, respectively. 

‘‘(b) PROGRAM EVALUATION.—The Secretary 
shall annually— 

‘‘(1) use metrics to evaluate the success of 
the programs established under subsection 
(a); and 

‘‘(2) submit to Congress a report that de-
scribes the results of each evaluation.’’. 

‘‘CHAPTER 7—NATIONAL ENERGY 
EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT 

‘‘SEC. 3196. NATIONAL ENERGY EDUCATION DE-
VELOPMENT. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to enable all students to reach or exceed 
grade-level academic achievement standards 
and to enhance the knowledge of the stu-
dents of the science of energy, the sources of 
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energy, the uses of energy in society, and the 
environmental consequences and benefits of 
all energy sources and uses by— 

‘‘(1) improving instruction in science re-
lated to energy for students in kindergarten 
through grade 9 through the implementation 
of energy education programs and with the 
support of comprehensive science education 
initiatives that are based on the best avail-
able evidence of effectiveness; and 

‘‘(2) providing professional development 
and instructional leadership activities for 
teachers and, if appropriate, for administra-
tors and other school staff, on the implemen-
tation of comprehensive mathematics initia-
tives designed— 

‘‘(A) to improve the understanding of stu-
dents of the scientific, economic, and envi-
ronmental impacts of energy; 

‘‘(B) to improve the knowledge of teachers, 
administrators, and other school staff re-
lated to the scientific content of energy; 

‘‘(C) to increase the use of effective in-
structional practices; and 

‘‘(D) to reflect science content that is con-
sistent with State academic achievement 
standards in mathematics described in sec-
tion 1111(b) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)). 

‘‘(b) PROGRAM.—The Secretary (acting 
through the Director) (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘Secretary’) shall provide grants 
to States to assist the States in establishing 
or expanding programs to enhance the qual-
ity of science education in elementary 
schools with respect to conventional and 
emerging energy sources and uses. 

‘‘(c) COORDINATION.—In carrying out this 
section, the Secretary shall use and coordi-
nate with existing State and national pro-
grams that have a similar mission. 

‘‘(d) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall award 
grants, on a competitive basis, under this 
section to States to pay the Federal share of 
the costs of establishing or expanding high- 
quality energy education curricula and pro-
grams. 

‘‘(e) PROGRAMS.—In carrying out this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall award grants to es-
tablish or expand programs that enhance— 

‘‘(1) the quality of science education in ele-
mentary schools with respect to conven-
tional and emerging energy sources and uses; 
and 

‘‘(2) the understanding of students of the 
science, economics, and environmental im-
pacts of energy production and consumption. 

‘‘(f) FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL SHARES.— 
‘‘(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 

the costs of carrying out a program under 
this section shall be 50 percent. 

‘‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of the costs of carrying out a program 
under this section may be provided in the 
form of cash or in-kind contributions, fairly 
evaluated, including services. 

‘‘(g) DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding grants 
under this section, the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(1) ensure a wide, equitable distribution 
of grants among States that propose to serve 
students from urban and rural areas; and 

‘‘(2) provide equal consideration to States 
without National Laboratories. 

‘‘(h) USES OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

States, or other entities through States, that 
receive grants under this section shall use 
the grant funds to— 

‘‘(A) employ proven strategies and methods 
for improving student learning and teaching 
regarding energy; 

‘‘(B) integrate into the curriculum of 
schools comprehensive, science-based, en-
ergy education, including instruction and as-
sessments that are aligned with— 

‘‘(i) the academic content and student aca-
demic achievement standards of the State 
(within the meaning of section 1111 of the El-

ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311)); 

‘‘(ii) classroom management; 
‘‘(iii) professional development; 
‘‘(iv) parental involvement; and 
‘‘(v) school management; and 
‘‘(C) provide high-quality and continuous 

teacher and staff professional development. 
‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Grant funds under 

this section may be used for activities de-
scribed in paragraph (1) only if the activities 
are directly related to improving student 
academic achievement related to— 

‘‘(A) the science of energy; 
‘‘(B) the sources of energy; 
‘‘(C) the uses of energy in society; and 
‘‘(D) the environmental consequences and 

benefits of all energy sources and uses. 
‘‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

‘‘(1) $1,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2008 
and 2009; and 

‘‘(2) $2,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2010 
and 2011.’’. 
SEC. 2004. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY EARLY-CA-

REER RESEARCH GRANTS. 
(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec-

tion to authorize research grants in the De-
partment for early-career scientists and en-
gineers for purposes of pursuing independent 
research. 

(b) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE EARLY-CAREER 
RESEARCHER.—In this section, the term ‘‘eli-
gible early-career researcher’’ means an indi-
vidual who— 

(1) completed a doctorate or other ter-
minal degree not more than 10 years before 
the date of application for a grant authorized 
under this section, except as provided in sub-
section (c)(3); and 

(2) has demonstrated promise in the field of 
science, technology, engineering, mathe-
matics, computer science, or computational 
science. 

(c) GRANT PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award 

not less than 65 grants per year to out-
standing eligible early-career researchers to 
support the work of such researchers in the 
Department, particularly at the National 
Laboratories, or other federally-funded re-
search and development centers. 

(2) APPLICATION.—An eligible early-career 
researcher who desires to receive a grant 
under this section shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application at such time, in such 
manner, and accompanied by such informa-
tion as the Secretary may require. 

(3) WAIVER.—The Secretary may find eligi-
ble a candidate who has completed a doc-
torate more than 10 years prior to the date of 
application if the candidate was unable to 
conduct research for a period of time because 
of extenuating circumstances, including 
military service or family responsibilities. 

(4) DURATION AND AMOUNT.— 
(A) DURATION.—A grant under this section 

shall be 5 years in duration. 
(B) AMOUNT.—An eligible early career-re-

searcher who receives a grant under this sec-
tion shall receive up to $100,000 for each year 
of the grant period. 

(5) USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible early career- 
researcher who receives a grant under this 
section shall use the grant funds for basic re-
search in natural sciences, engineering, 
mathematics, or computer sciences at the 
Department, particularly the National Lab-
oratories, or other federally-funded research 
and development center. 

(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

(A) $13,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(B) $19,500,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
(C) $26,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
(D) $32,500,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

SEC. 2005. ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AU-
THORITY-ENERGY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADVISORY BOARD.—The term ‘‘Advisory 

Board’’ means the Advisory Board estab-
lished under subsection (d). 

(2) AUTHORITY.—The term ‘‘Authority’’ 
means the Advanced Research Projects Au-
thority—Energy established under sub-
section (b). 

(3) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the Authority appointed 
under subsection (c)(1). 

(4) ENERGY TECHNOLOGY.—The term ‘‘en-
ergy technology’’ means technology, includ-
ing carbon-neutral technology, used for— 

(A) fossil energy; 
(B) carbon sequestration; 
(C) nuclear energy; 
(D) renewable energy; 
(E) energy distribution; or 
(F) energy efficiency technology. 
(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish an Advanced Research Projects Au-
thority-Energy to overcome the long-term 
and high-risk technological barriers in the 
development of energy technologies. 

(c) DIRECTOR.— 
(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary shall ap-

point a Director of the Authority. 
(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Director shall be 

an individual who, by reason of professional 
background and experience, is especially 
qualified to advise the Secretary on matters 
pertaining to long-term, high-risk programs 
to overcome long-term and high-risk techno-
logical barriers to the development of energy 
technologies. 

(3) DUTIES.—The Director shall— 
(A) employ such qualified technical staff as 

are necessary to carry out the duties of the 
Authority, including providing staff for the 
Advisory Committee; 

(B) serve as the selection official for pro-
posals relating to energy technologies that 
are solicited within the Department; 

(C) develop metrics to assist in developing 
funding criteria and for assessing the success 
of existing programs; 

(D) terminate programs carried out under 
this section that are not achieving the goals 
of the programs; and 

(E) perform such duties relating to long- 
term and high-risk technological barriers in 
the development of energy technologies as 
are determined to be appropriate by the Sec-
retary. 

(d) ADVISORY BOARD.— 
(1) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary shall, 

consistent with the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.), establish, and ap-
point members to, an Advisory Board to 
make recommendations to the Secretary and 
the Director on actions necessary to carry 
out this section. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The Advisory Board 
shall consist of individuals who, by reason of 
professional background and experience, are 
especially qualified to advise the Secretary 
and the Director on matters pertaining to 
long-term and high-risk technological bar-
riers in the development of energy tech-
nologies. 

(3) TERM.—A member of the Advisory 
Board shall be appointed for a term of 5 
years. 

(4) INFORMATION.—Each fiscal year, individ-
uals who carry out energy technology pro-
grams of the Department and staff of the Au-
thority shall provide to the Advisory Board 
written proposals and oral briefings on long- 
term and high-risk technological barriers 
that are critical to overcome for the success-
ful development of energy technologies. 

(5) DUTIES.—Each fiscal year, the Advisory 
Board shall— 

(A) recommend to the Secretary and the 
Director— 
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(i) in order of priority, proposals of energy 

programs of the Department that are critical 
to overcoming long-term and high-risk tech-
nological barriers to enable the successful 
development of energy technologies; and 

(ii) additional programs not covered in the 
proposals that are critical to overcoming the 
barriers described in clause (i); and 

(B) based on the metrics described in sub-
section (c)(3)(C), make recommendations to 
the Secretary and the Directory concerning 
whether programs funded under this section 
are achieving the goals of the programs. 

(e) REVIEW.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall enter into an agreement with 
the National Academy of Sciences under 
which the Academy shall— 

(1) conduct reviews during each of calendar 
years 2010 and 2012 to determine the success 
of the activities carried out under this sec-
tion; and 

(2) submit to Congress, the Secretary, and 
the Director a report describing the results 
of each review. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion for each of fiscal years 2008 through 2011. 
SEC. 2006. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
FOR BASIC RESEARCH. 

Section 971(b) of the Energy Policy Act of 
2005 (42 U.S.C. 16311(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$5,200,000,000’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘$4,800,000,000’’; and 
(B) by striking the period at the end and 

inserting a semicolon; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) $4,945,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
‘‘(5) $5,265,000,000 for fiscal year 2011.’’. 

SEC. 2007. DISCOVERY SCIENCE AND ENGINEER-
ING INNOVATION INSTITUTES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish distributed, multidisciplinary insti-
tutes (referred to in this section as ‘‘Insti-
tutes’’) centered at National Laboratories to 
apply fundamental science and engineering 
discoveries to technological innovations re-
lated to the missions of the Department and 
the global competitiveness of the United 
States. 

(b) TOPICAL AREAS.—The Institutes shall 
support scientific and engineering research 
and education activities on critical emerging 
technologies determined by the Secretary to 
be essential to global competitiveness, in-
cluding activities related to— 

(1) sustainable energy technologies; 
(2) multi-scale materials and processes; 
(3) micro- and nano-engineering; 
(4) computational and information engi-

neering; and 
(5) genomics and proteomics. 
(c) PARTNERSHIPS.—In carrying out this 

section, the Secretary shall establish part-
nerships between the Institutes and— 

(1) institutions of higher education to— 
(A) train undergraduate and graduate engi-

neering and science students; 
(B) develop innovative educational cur-

ricula; and 
(C) conduct research within the topical 

areas described in subsection (b); 
(2) private industry to develop innovative 

technologies within the topical areas de-
scribed in subsection (b); 

(3) State and local governments to promote 
regionally-based commercialization and en-
trepreneurship; and 

(4) financing entities to guide successful 
technology commercialization. 

(d) MERIT-BASED SELECTION.—The selection 
of Institutes under this section shall be 
merit-based and made through an open, com-
petitive selection process. 

(e) RESTRICTION.—Not more than 3 Insti-
tutes shall receive grants for a fiscal year. 

(f) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall enter into 
an agreement with the National Academy of 
Sciences under which the Academy shall, not 
later than 3 and 6 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act— 

(1) review the performance of the Insti-
tutes under this section; and 

(2) submit to Congress and the Secretary a 
report describing the results of the review. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the activities of each Institute se-
lected under this section $10,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2008 through 2011. 
SEC. 2008. PROTECTING AMERICA’S COMPETI-

TIVE EDGE (PACE) GRADUATE FEL-
LOWSHIP PROGRAM. 

(a) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE STUDENT.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘eligible student’’ 
means a student who attends an institution 
of higher education that offers a doctoral de-
gree in a field relevant to a mission area of 
the Department. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a graduate fellowship program for 
eligible students pursuing a doctoral degree 
in a mission area of the Department. 

(c) SELECTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award 

fellowships to eligible students under this 
section through a competitive merit review 
process (involving written and oral inter-
views) that will result in a wide distribution 
of awards throughout the United States. 

(2) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish selection criteria for awarding fellow-
ships under this section that require an eligi-
ble student to— 

(A) pursue a field of science or engineering 
of importance to the mission area of the De-
partment; 

(B) rank in the upper 10 percent of the 
class of the eligible student; 

(C) demonstrate to the Secretary— 
(i) the capacity to understand technical 

topics related to the fellowship that can be 
derived from the first principles of the tech-
nical topics; 

(ii) imagination and creativity; 
(iii) leadership skills in organizations or 

intellectual endeavors, demonstrated 
through awards and past experience; and 

(iv) excellent verbal and communication 
skills to explain, defend, and demonstrate an 
understanding of technical subjects related 
to the fellowship; and 

(D) be a citizen or legal permanent resident 
of the United States. 

(d) AWARDS.— 
(1) AMOUNT.—A fellowship awarded under 

this section shall— 
(A) provide an annual living stipend; and 
(B) cover— 
(i) graduate tuition at an institution of 

higher education; and 
(ii) incidental expenses associated with 

curricula and research at the institution of 
higher education (including books, com-
puters and software). 

(2) DURATION.—A fellowship awarded under 
this section shall be for a period of not great-
er than 5 years. 

(3) PORTABILITY.—A fellowship awarded 
under this section shall be portable with the 
fellow. 

(e) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary (act-
ing through the Director of Mathematics, 
Science, and Engineering Education)— 

(1) shall administer the program estab-
lished under this section; and, 

(2) may enter into a contract with a non-
profit entity to administer the program, in-
cluding the selection and award of fellow-
ships. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

(1) FELLOWSHIPS.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated to award fellowships under 
this section— 

(A) $9,300,000 for 200 fellowships for fiscal 
year 2008; 

(B) $14,500,000 for 300 fellowships for fiscal 
year 2009 (including non-expiring fellowships 
for prior fiscal years); 

(C) $25,000,000 for 500 fellowships for fiscal 
year 2010 (including non-expiring fellowships 
for prior fiscal years); and 

(D) $35,500,000 for 700 fellowships for fiscal 
year 2011 (including non-expiring fellowships 
for prior fiscal years). 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—There are authorized 
to be appropriated for administrative ex-
penses incurred in carrying out this sec-
tion— 

(A) $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(B) $1,500,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
(C) $2,500,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
(D) $3,500,000 for fiscal year 2011. 

SEC. 2009. TITLE IX COMPLIANCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Energy shall submit to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources of the Sen-
ate a report that describes actions taken by 
the Department of Energy to implement the 
recommendations in the report of the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office numbered 04– 
639. 

(b) COMPLIANCE.—To comply with title IX 
of the Education Amendments of 1972 (20 
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.), the Secretary of Energy 
shall annually conduct compliance reviews 
of at least 2 recipients of Department of En-
ergy grants. 
SEC. 2010. HIGH-RISK, HIGH-REWARD RESEARCH. 

(a) DEFINITION OF HIGH-RISK, HIGH-REWARD 
RESEARCH.—In this section, the term ‘‘high- 
risk, high reward research’’ means research 
that— 

(1) has the potential for yielding results 
with far-ranging implications; 

(2) is too novel or spans too diverse a range 
of disciplines to fare well in the traditional 
peer review process; and 

(3) is supportive of the missions of the 
sponsoring agency. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF GRANT PROGRAMS.— 
(1) ENERGY GRANT PROGRAM.—The Sec-

retary shall establish a grant program to en-
courage the conduct of high-risk, high-re-
ward research at the Department. 

(2) GEOLOGICAL GRANT PROGRAM.—The Di-
rector of the United States Geological Sur-
vey shall establish a grant program to en-
courage the conduct of high-risk, high-re-
ward research at the United States Geologi-
cal Survey. 
SEC. 2011. DISTINGUISHED SCIENTIST PROGRAM. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to promote scientific and academic excel-
lence through collaborations between insti-
tutions of higher education and the National 
Laboratories. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a program to support the joint ap-
pointment of distinguished scientists by in-
stitutions of higher education and National 
Laboratories. 

(c) QUALIFICATIONS.—Successful candidates 
under this section shall be persons who, by 
reason of professional background and expe-
rience, are able to bring international rec-
ognition to the appointing institution of 
higher education and National Laboratory in 
their field of scientific endeavor. 

(d) SELECTION.—A distinguished scientist 
appointed under this section shall be se-
lected through an open, competitive process. 

(e) APPOINTMENT.— 
(1) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—An 

appointment by an institution of higher edu-
cation under this section shall be filled with-
in the tenure allotment of the institution of 
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higher education at a minimum rank of pro-
fessor. 

(2) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—An appoint-
ment by a National Laboratory under this 
section shall be at the rank of the highest 
grade of distinguished scientist or technical 
staff of the National Laboratory. 

(f) DURATION.—An appointment under this 
section shall be for 6 years, consisting of 2 3- 
year funding allotments. 

(g) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds made available 
under this section may be used for— 

(1) the salary of the distinguished scientist 
and support staff; 

(2) undergraduate, graduate, and post-doc-
toral appointments; 

(3) research-related equipment; 
(4) professional travel; and 
(5) such other requirements as the Director 

determines are necessary to carry out the 
purpose of the program. 

(h) REVIEW.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The appointment of a dis-

tinguished scientist under this section shall 
be reviewed at the end of the first 3-year al-
lotment for the distinguished scientist 
through an open peer-review process to de-
termine whether the appointment is meeting 
the purpose of this section under subsection 
(a). 

(2) FUNDING.—Funding of the appointment 
of the distinguished scientist for the second 
3-year allotment shall be determined based 
on the review conducted under paragraph (1). 

(i) COST SHARING.—To be eligible for assist-
ance under this section, an appointing insti-
tution of higher education shall pay at least 
50 percent of the total costs of the appoint-
ment. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section— 

(1) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 2008 (to support 
up to 30 appointments under this section); 

(2) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2009 (to support 
up to 60 such appointments); and 

(3) $100,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2010 
and 2011 (to support up to 100 such appoint-
ments). 

DIVISION C—EDUCATION 
SEC. 3001. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) A well-educated population is essential 

to retaining America’s competitiveness in 
the global economy. 

(2) The United States needs to build on and 
expand the impact of existing programs by 
taking additional, well-coordinated steps to 
ensure that all students are able to obtain 
the knowledge the students need to obtain 
postsecondary education and participate suc-
cessfully in the workforce or the Armed 
Forces. 

(3) The next steps must be informed by 
independent information on the effectiveness 
of current programs in science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics education, 
and by identification of best practices that 
can be replicated. 

(4) Teacher preparation and elementary 
school and secondary school programs and 
activities must be aligned with the require-
ments of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) 
and the requirements of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001 et seq.). 

(5) The ever increasing knowledge and skill 
demands of the 21st century require that sec-
ondary school preparation and requirements 
be better aligned with the knowledge and 
skills needed to succeed in postsecondary 
education and the workforce, and States 
need better data systems to track edu-
cational achievement from prekindergarten 
through baccalaureate degrees. 
SEC. 3002. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) ESEA DEFINITIONS.—Unless otherwise 
specified in this division, the terms used in 

this division have the meanings given the 
terms in section 9101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
7801). 

(b) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—In this division: 
(1) CRITICAL FOREIGN LANGUAGE.—The term 

‘‘critical foreign language’’ means a foreign 
language that the Secretary determines, in 
consultation with the heads of such Federal 
departments and agencies as the Secretary 
determines appropriate, is critical to the na-
tional security and economic competitive-
ness of the United States. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 

TITLE I—TEACHER ASSISTANCE 
Subtitle A—Teachers for a Competitive 

Tomorrow 
SEC. 3111. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this subtitle is— 
(1) to develop and implement programs to 

provide integrated courses of study in math-
ematics, science, engineering, or critical for-
eign languages, and teacher education, that 
lead to a baccalaureate degree with concur-
rent teacher certification; 

(2) to develop and implement 2- or 3-year 
part-time master’s degree programs in math-
ematics, science, technology, or critical for-
eign language education for teachers in order 
to enhance the teachers’ content knowledge 
and pedagogical skills; and 

(3) to develop programs for professionals in 
mathematics, science, or critical foreign lan-
guage education that lead to a master’s de-
gree in teaching that results in teacher cer-
tification. 
SEC. 3112. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) CHILDREN FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILIES.— 

The term ‘‘children from low-income fami-
lies’’ means children described in section 
1124(c)(1)(A) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6333(c)(1)(A)). 

(2) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT.—The term ‘‘eligible 
recipient’’ means an institution of higher 
education that receives grant funds under 
this subtitle on behalf of a department of 
mathematics, engineering, science, or a crit-
ical foreign language, or on behalf of a de-
partment or school with a competency-based 
degree program (in mathematics, engineer-
ing, science, or a critical foreign language) 
that includes teacher certification, for use in 
carrying out activities assisted under this 
subtitle. 

(3) HIGH-NEED LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
CY.—The term ‘‘high-need local educational 
agency’’ means a local educational agency or 
educational service agency— 

(A)(i) that serves not fewer than 10,000 chil-
dren from low-income families; 

(ii) for which not less than 20 percent of 
the children served by the agency are chil-
dren from low-income families; or 

(iii) with a total of less than 600 students 
in average daily attendance at the schools 
that are served by the agency and all of 
whose schools are designated with a school 
locale code of 6, 7, or 8, as determined by the 
Secretary; and 

(B)(i) for which there is a high percentage 
of teachers providing instruction in aca-
demic subject areas or grade levels for which 
the teachers are not highly qualified; or 

(ii) for which there is a high teacher turn-
over rate or a high percentage of teachers 
with emergency, provisional, or temporary 
certification or licensure. 

(4) HIGHLY QUALIFIED.—The term ‘‘highly 
qualified’’ has the meaning given such term 
in section 9101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801) 
and, with respect to special education teach-
ers, in section 602 of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1401). 

(5) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘‘partnership’’ 
means a partnership that— 

(A) shall include— 
(i) an eligible recipient; 
(ii)(I)(aa) a department within the eligible 

recipient that provides a program of study in 
mathematics, engineering, science, or a crit-
ical foreign language; and 

(bb) a school or department within the eli-
gible recipient that provides a teacher prepa-
ration program, or a 2-year institution of 
higher education that has a teacher prepara-
tion offering or a dual enrollment program 
with the eligible recipient; or 

(II) a department or school within the eli-
gible recipient with a competency-based de-
gree program (in mathematics, engineering, 
science, or a critical foreign language) that 
includes teacher certification; and 

(iii) not less than 1 high-need local edu-
cational agency and a public school or a con-
sortium of public schools served by the agen-
cy; and 

(B) may include a nonprofit organization 
that has the capacity to provide expertise or 
support to meet the purposes of this subtitle. 

(6) TEACHING SKILLS.—The term ‘‘teaching 
skills’’ means the ability to— 

(A) increase student achievement; 
(B) effectively convey and explain aca-

demic subject matter; 
(C) employ strategies that— 
(i) are based on scientifically based re-

search; 
(ii) are specific to academic subject mat-

ter; and 
(iii) focus on the identification of, and tai-

loring of academic instruction to, students’ 
specific learning needs, particularly children 
with disabilities, students who are limited 
English proficient, and students who are 
gifted and talented; 

(D) conduct ongoing assessment of student 
learning; 

(E) effectively manage a classroom; and 
(F) communicate and work with parents 

and guardians, and involve parents and 
guardians in their children’s education. 
SEC. 3113. PROGRAMS FOR BACCALAUREATE DE-

GREES IN MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, 
ENGINEERING, OR CRITICAL FOR-
EIGN LANGUAGES, WITH CONCUR-
RENT TEACHER CERTIFICATION. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From the 
amounts made available to carry out this 
section under section 3116(1) and not reserved 
under section 3115(d) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary is authorized to award grants, on a 
competitive basis, to eligible recipients to 
enable partnerships served by the eligible re-
cipients to develop and implement programs 
to provide courses of study in mathematics, 
science, engineering, or critical foreign lan-
guages that— 

(1) are integrated with teacher education; 
and 

(2) lead to a baccalaureate degree with con-
current teacher certification. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Each eligible recipient 
desiring a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an application to the Secretary at such 
time and in such manner as the Secretary 
may require. Each application shall— 

(1) describe the program for which assist-
ance is sought; 

(2) describe how a department of mathe-
matics, science, engineering, or a critical 
foreign language participating in the part-
nership will ensure significant collaboration 
with a teacher preparation program in the 
development of undergraduate degrees in 
mathematics, science, engineering, or a crit-
ical foreign language, with concurrent teach-
er certification, including providing student 
teaching and other clinical classroom experi-
ences or how a department or school partici-
pating in the partnership with a com-
petency-based degree program has ensured, 
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in the development of a baccalaureate degree 
program in mathematics, science, engineer-
ing, or a critical foreign language, the provi-
sion of concurrent teacher certification, in-
cluding providing student teaching and other 
clinical classroom experiences; 

(3) describe the high-quality research, lab-
oratory, or internship experiences, inte-
grated with coursework, that will be pro-
vided under the program; 

(4) describe how members of groups that 
are underrepresented in the teaching of 
mathematics, science, technology, engineer-
ing, or critical foreign languages will be en-
couraged to participate in the program; 

(5) describe how program participants will 
be encouraged to teach in schools deter-
mined by the partnership to be most in need, 
and what assistance in finding employment 
in such schools will be provided; 

(6) describe the ongoing activities and 
services that will be provided to graduates of 
the program; 

(7) describe how the activities of the part-
nership will be coordinated with any activi-
ties funded through other Federal grants, 
and how the partnership will continue the 
activities assisted under the program when 
the grant period ends; 

(8) describe how the partnership will assess 
the content knowledge and teaching skills of 
the program participants; and 

(9) provide any other information the Sec-
retary may reasonably require. 

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible recipient re-

ceiving a grant under this section shall use 
the grant funds to enable a partnership to 
develop and implement a program to provide 
courses of study in mathematics, science, en-
gineering, or a critical foreign language 
that— 

(A) are integrated with teacher education 
programs that promote effective teaching 
skills; and 

(B) lead to a baccalaureate degree in math-
ematics, science, engineering, or a critical 
foreign language with concurrent teacher 
certification. 

(2) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—The program 
shall— 

(A) provide high-quality research, labora-
tory, or internship experiences for program 
participants; 

(B) provide student teaching or other clin-
ical classroom experiences that— 

(i) are integrated with coursework; and 
(ii) lead to the participants’ ability to 

demonstrate effective teaching skills; 
(C) if implementing a program in which 

program participants are prepared to teach 
mathematics, science, technology, or engi-
neering courses, include strategies for im-
proving student literacy; 

(D) encourage the participation of individ-
uals who are members of groups that are 
underrepresented in the teaching of mathe-
matics, science, technology, engineering, or 
critical foreign languages; 

(E) encourage participants to teach in 
schools determined by the partnership to be 
most in need, and actively assist the partici-
pants in finding employment in such schools; 

(F) offer training in the use of and integra-
tion of educational technology; 

(G) collect data regarding and evaluate, 
using measurable objectives and bench-
marks, the extent to which the program suc-
ceeded in— 

(i) increasing the percentage of highly 
qualified mathematics, science, or critical 
foreign language teachers, including increas-
ing the percentage of such teachers teaching 
in those schools determined by the partner-
ship to be most in need; 

(ii) improving student academic achieve-
ment in mathematics, science, and where ap-
plicable, technology and engineering; 

(iii) increasing the number of students in 
secondary schools enrolled in upper level 
mathematics, science, and, where available, 
technology and engineering courses; and 

(iv) increasing the numbers of elementary 
school, middle school, and secondary school 
students enrolled in and continuing in crit-
ical foreign language courses; 

(H) collect data on the employment place-
ment of all graduates of the program, includ-
ing information on how many graduates are 
teaching and in what kinds of schools; 

(I) provide ongoing activities and services 
to graduates of the program who teach ele-
mentary school, middle school, or secondary 
school, by— 

(i) keeping the graduates informed of the 
latest developments in their respective aca-
demic fields; and 

(ii) supporting the graduates of the pro-
gram who are employed in schools in the 
local educational agency participating in the 
partnership during the initial years of teach-
ing through— 

(I) induction programs; 
(II) promotion of effective teaching skills; 

and 
(III) providing opportunities for regular 

professional development; and 
(J) develop recommendations to improve 

the teacher preparation program partici-
pating in the partnership. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each eligible recipi-
ent receiving a grant under this section shall 
collect and report to the Secretary annually 
such information as the Secretary may rea-
sonably require, including— 

(1) the number of participants in the pro-
gram; 

(2) information on the academic majors of 
participating students; 

(3) the race, gender, income, and disability 
status of program participants; 

(4) the employment placement of program 
participants as teachers in schools deter-
mined by the partnership to be most in need; 

(5) the extent to which the program suc-
ceeded in meeting the objectives and bench-
marks described in subsection (c)(2)(G); and 

(6) the data collected under subparagraphs 
(G) and (H) of subsection (c)(2). 

(e) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—From the 
funds made available under section 3116(1), 
the Secretary may provide technical assist-
ance to an eligible recipient developing a 
baccalaureate degree program with concur-
rent teacher certification, including tech-
nical assistance provided through a grant or 
contract awarded on a competitive basis to 
an institution of higher education or a tech-
nical assistance center. 
SEC. 3114. PROGRAMS FOR MASTER’S DEGREES 

IN MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, TECH-
NOLOGY, OR CRITICAL FOREIGN 
LANGUAGES EDUCATION. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From the 
amounts made available to carry out this 
section under section 3116(2) and not reserved 
under section 3115(d) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary is authorized to award grants, on a 
competitive basis, to eligible recipients to 
enable the partnerships served by the eligi-
ble recipients to develop and implement— 

(1) 2- or 3-year part-time master’s degree 
programs in mathematics, science, tech-
nology, or critical foreign language edu-
cation for teachers in order to enhance the 
teacher’s content knowledge and teaching 
skills; or 

(2) programs for professionals in mathe-
matics, science, engineering, or critical for-
eign language that lead to a 1 year master’s 
degree in teaching that results in teacher 
certification. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Each eligible recipient 
desiring a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an application to the Secretary at such 
time and in such manner as the Secretary 

may require. Each application shall de-
scribe— 

(1) how a department of mathematics, 
science, engineering, technology, or a crit-
ical foreign language will ensure significant 
collaboration with a teacher preparation 
program in the development of the master’s 
degree programs authorized under subsection 
(a), or how a department or school with a 
competency-based degree program has en-
sured, in the development of a master’s de-
gree program, the provision of rigorous stud-
ies in mathematics, science, or a critical for-
eign language that enhance the teachers’ 
content knowledge and teaching skills; 

(2) the role of the local educational agency 
in the partnership in developing and admin-
istering the program and how feedback from 
the local educational agency, school, and 
participants will be used to improve the pro-
gram; 

(3) how the program will help increase the 
percentage of highly qualified mathematics, 
science, or critical foreign language teach-
ers, including increasing the percentage of 
such teachers teaching in schools determined 
by the partnership to be most in need; 

(4) how the program will— 
(A) improve student academic achievement 

in mathematics, science, and, where applica-
ble, technology and engineering and increase 
the number of students taking upper-level 
courses in such subjects; or 

(B) increase the numbers of elementary 
school, middle school, and secondary school 
students enrolled and continuing in critical 
foreign language courses; 

(5) how the program will prepare partici-
pants to become more effective mathe-
matics, science, or critical foreign language 
teachers; 

(6) how the program will prepare partici-
pants to assume leadership roles in their 
schools; 

(7) how teachers (or mathematics, science, 
or critical language professionals) who are 
members of groups that are underrep-
resented in the teaching of mathematics, 
science, engineering, technology, or critical 
foreign languages and teachers from schools 
determined by the partnership to be most in 
need will be encouraged to apply for and par-
ticipate in the program; 

(8) the ongoing activities and services that 
will be provided to graduates of the program; 

(9) how the partnership will continue the 
activities assisted under the grant when the 
grant period ends; 

(10) how the partnership will assess, during 
the program, the content knowledge and 
teaching skills of the program participants; 
and 

(11) methods to ensure applicants to the 
master’s degree program for professionals in 
mathematics, science, or critical foreign lan-
guage demonstrate advanced knowledge in 
the relevant subject. 

(c) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Each eligible 
recipient receiving a grant under this section 
shall use the grant funds to develop and im-
plement a 2- or 3-year part-time master’s de-
gree program in mathematics, science, or 
critical foreign language education for 
teachers in order to enhance the teachers’ 
content knowledge and teaching skills, or 
programs for professionals in mathematics, 
science, or critical foreign language that 
lead to a 1-year master’s degree in teaching 
that results in teacher certification. The 
program shall— 

(1) promote effective teaching skills so 
that program participants become more ef-
fective mathematics, science, or critical for-
eign language teachers; 

(2) prepare teachers to assume leadership 
roles in their schools by participating in ac-
tivities such as teacher mentoring, develop-
ment of curricula that integrate state of the 
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art applications of mathematics, science, 
technology, and engineering into the class-
room, working with school administrators in 
establishing in-service professional develop-
ment of teachers, and assisting in evaluating 
data and assessments to improve student 
academic achievement; 

(3) use high-quality research, laboratory, 
or internship experiences for program par-
ticipants that are integrated with 
coursework; 

(4) provide student teaching or clinical 
classroom experience; 

(5) if implementing a program in which 
participants are prepared to teach mathe-
matics or science courses, provide strategies 
for improving student literacy; 

(6) align the content knowledge in the mas-
ter’s degree program with challenging stu-
dent academic achievement standards and 
challenging academic content standards es-
tablished by the State in which the program 
is conducted; 

(7) encourage the participation of— 
(A) individuals who are members of groups 

that are underrepresented in the teaching of 
mathematics, science, engineering, tech-
nology, or critical foreign languages; 

(B) members of the Armed Forces who are 
transitioning to civilian life; and 

(C) teachers teaching in schools deter-
mined by the partnership to be most in need; 

(8) offer tuition assistance, based on need, 
as appropriate; 

(9) create opportunities for enhanced and 
ongoing professional development for teach-
ers that improves the mathematics and 
science content knowledge and teaching 
skills of such teachers; and 

(10) evaluate and report on the impact of 
the program, in accordance with subsection 
(d). 

(d) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—Each eligible 
recipient receiving a grant under this section 
shall evaluate, using measurable objectives 
and benchmarks, and provide an annual re-
port to the Secretary regarding, the extent 
to which the program assisted under this 
section succeeded in the following: 

(1) Increasing the number and percentage 
of mathematics, science, engineering, tech-
nology, or critical foreign language teachers 
who have a master’s degree and meet 1 or 
more of the following requirements: 

(A) Are teaching in schools determined by 
the partnership to be most in need, and 
taught in such schools prior to participation 
in the program. 

(B) Are teaching in schools determined by 
the partnership to be most in need, and did 
not teach in such schools prior to participa-
tion in the program. 

(C) Are members of a group underrep-
resented in the teaching of mathematics, 
science, or a critical foreign language. 

(2) Bringing professionals in mathematics, 
science, engineering, or critical foreign lan-
guage into the field of teaching. 

(3) Retaining teachers who participate in 
the program. 
SEC. 3115. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) DURATION OF GRANTS.—The Secretary 
shall award each grant under this subtitle 
for a period of not more than 5 years. 

(b) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Each eligible 
recipient that receives a grant under this 
subtitle shall provide, from non-Federal 
sources, an amount equal to 50 percent of the 
amount of the grant (which may be provided 
in cash or in kind) to carry out the activities 
supported by the grant. 

(c) SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT.—Grant 
funds provided under this subtitle shall be 
used to supplement, and not supplant, other 
Federal or State funds. 

(d) EVALUATION.—From amounts made 
available for any fiscal year under section 

3116, the Secretary shall reserve such sums 
as may be necessary— 

(1) to provide for the conduct of an annual 
independent evaluation, by grant or by con-
tract, of the activities assisted under this 
subtitle, which shall include an assessment 
of the impact of the activities on student 
academic achievement; and 

(2) to prepare and submit an annual report 
on the results of the evaluation described in 
paragraph (1) to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 
SEC. 3116. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $210,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2008, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 3 succeeding fiscal years, of 
which— 

(1) 57.1 percent shall be available to carry 
out section 3113 for fiscal year 2008 and each 
succeeding fiscal year; and 

(2) 42.9 percent shall be available to carry 
out section 3114 for fiscal year 2008 and each 
succeeding fiscal year. 

Subtitle B—Advanced Placement and 
International Baccalaureate Programs 

SEC. 3121. PURPOSE. 
It is the purpose of this subtitle— 
(1) to raise academic achievement through 

Advanced Placement and International Bac-
calaureate programs by increasing, by 70,000, 
over a 4-year period beginning in 2008, the 
number of teachers serving high-need schools 
who are qualified to teach Advanced Place-
ment or International Baccalaureate courses 
in mathematics, science, and critical foreign 
languages; 

(2) to increase, to 700,000 per year, the num-
ber of students attending high-need schools 
who— 

(A) take and score a 3, 4, or 5 on an Ad-
vanced Placement examination in mathe-
matics, science, or a critical foreign lan-
guage administered by the College Board; or 

(B) achieve a passing score on an examina-
tion administered by the International Bac-
calaureate Organization in such a subject; 

(3) to increase the availability of, and en-
rollment in, Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in mathe-
matics, science, and critical foreign lan-
guages, and pre-Advanced Placement or pre- 
International Baccalaureate courses in such 
subjects, in high-need schools; and 

(4) to support statewide efforts to increase 
the availability of, and enrollment in, Ad-
vanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate courses in mathematics, science, 
and critical foreign languages, and pre-Ad-
vanced Placement or pre-International Bac-
calaureate courses in such subjects, in high- 
need schools. 
SEC. 3122. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) ADVANCED PLACEMENT OR INTERNATIONAL 

BACCALAUREATE COURSE.—The term ‘‘Ad-
vanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate course’’ means a course of college- 
level instruction provided to middle or sec-
ondary school students, terminating in an 
examination administered by the College 
Board or the International Baccalaureate Or-
ganization, or another such examination ap-
proved by the Secretary, or another highly 
rigorous, evidence-based, postsecondary pre-
paratory program terminating in an exam-
ination administered by a nationally recog-
nized educational association. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘‘eligible 
entity’’ means— 

(A) a State educational agency; 
(B) a local educational agency; or 
(C) a partnership consisting of— 

(i) a national, regional, or statewide non-
profit organization, with expertise and expe-
rience in providing Advanced Placement or 
International Baccalaureate services; and 

(ii) a State educational agency or local 
educational agency. 

(3) LOW-INCOME STUDENT.—The term ‘‘low- 
income student’’ has the meaning given the 
term ‘‘low-income individual’’ in section 
1707(3) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6537(3)). 

(4) HIGH CONCENTRATION OF LOW-INCOME 
STUDENTS.—The term ‘‘high concentration of 
low-income students’’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 1707(2) of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6537(2)). 

(5) HIGH-NEED LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
CY.—The term ‘‘high-need local educational 
agency’’ means a local educational agency or 
educational service agency described in 
3112(3)(A). 

(6) HIGH-NEED SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘high- 
need school’’ means a middle school or sec-
ondary school— 

(A) with a pervasive need for Advanced 
Placement or International Baccalaureate 
courses in mathematics, science, or critical 
foreign languages, or for additional Ad-
vanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate courses in such a subject; and 

(B)(i) with a high concentration of low-in-
come students; or 

(ii) designated with a school locale code of 
6, 7 or 8, as determined by the Secretary. 
SEC. 3123. ADVANCED PLACEMENT AND INTER-

NATIONAL BACCALAUREATE PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—From the 
amounts appropriated under subsection (l), 
the Secretary is authorized to award grants, 
on a competitive basis, to eligible entities to 
enable the eligible entities to carry out the 
authorized activities described in subsection 
(g). 

(b) DURATION OF GRANTS.—The Secretary 
may award grants under this section for a 
period of not more than 5 years. 

(c) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate the activities carried out under this 
section with the activities carried out under 
section 1705 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6535). 

(d) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to eligible entities that— 

(1) are part of a statewide strategy for in-
creasing the availability of Advanced Place-
ment or International Baccalaureate courses 
in mathematics, science, and critical foreign 
languages, and pre-Advanced Placement or 
pre-International Baccalaureate courses in 
such subjects, in high-need schools; and 

(2) make Advanced Placement math, 
science, and critical foreign language 
courses available to students who are pre-
pared for such work in earlier grades than 
traditionally made available. 

(e) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.—The Sec-
retary, to the extent practicable, shall— 

(1) ensure an equitable geographic distribu-
tion of grants under this section among the 
States; and 

(2) promote an increase in participation in 
Advanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate mathematics, science, and critical 
foreign language courses and examinations 
in all States. 

(f) APPLICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible entity desir-

ing a grant under this section shall submit 
an application to the Secretary at such time, 
in such manner, and containing such infor-
mation as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The application shall, at a 
minimum, include a description of— 

(A) the goals and objectives for the project, 
including— 
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(i) increasing the number of teachers serv-

ing high-need schools who are qualified to 
teach Advanced Placement or International 
Baccalaureate courses in mathematics, 
science, or critical foreign languages; 

(ii) increasing the number of qualified 
teachers serving high-need schools who are 
teaching Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in mathe-
matics, science, or critical foreign languages 
to students in the high-need schools; 

(iii) increasing the number of Advanced 
Placement or International Baccalaureate 
courses in mathematics, science, and critical 
foreign languages that are available to stu-
dents attending high-need schools; and 

(iv) increasing the number of students at-
tending a high-need school, particularly low- 
income students, who enroll in and pass— 

(I) Advanced Placement or International 
Baccalaureate courses in mathematics, 
science, or critical foreign languages; and 

(II) pre-Advanced Placement or pre-Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in such a 
subject (where provided in accordance with 
subparagraph (B)); 

(B) how the eligible entity will ensure that 
students have access to courses, including 
pre-Advanced Placement and pre-Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses, that will 
prepare the students to enroll and succeed in 
Advanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate courses in mathematics, science, or 
critical foreign languages; 

(C) how the eligible entity will provide pro-
fessional development for teachers assisted 
under this section; 

(D) how the eligible entity will ensure that 
teachers serving high-need schools are quali-
fied to teach Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in mathe-
matics, science, or critical foreign lan-
guages; 

(E) how the eligible entity will provide for 
the involvement of business and community 
organizations and other entities, including 
institutions of higher education, in the ac-
tivities to be assisted; and 

(F) how the eligible entity will use funds 
received under this section, including how 
the eligible entity will evaluate the success 
of its project. 

(g) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible entity that 

receives a grant under this section shall use 
the grant funds to carry out activities de-
signed to increase— 

(A) the number of qualified teachers serv-
ing high-need schools who are teaching Ad-
vanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate courses in mathematics, science, or 
critical foreign languages; and 

(B) the number of students attending high- 
need schools who enroll in, and pass, the ex-
aminations for such Advanced Placement or 
International Baccalaureate courses. 

(2) PERMISSIVE ACTIVITIES.—The activities 
described in paragraph (1) may include— 

(A) teacher professional development, in 
order to expand the pool of teachers in the 
participating State, local educational agen-
cy, or high-need school who are qualified to 
teach Advanced Placement or International 
Baccalaureate courses in mathematics, 
science, or critical foreign languages; 

(B) pre-Advanced Placement or pre-Inter-
national Baccalaureate course development 
and professional development; 

(C) coordination and articulation between 
grade levels to prepare students to enroll and 
succeed in Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in mathe-
matics, science, or critical foreign lan-
guages; 

(D) purchase of instructional materials; 
(E) activities to increase the availability 

of, and participation in, online Advanced 
Placement or International Baccalaureate 

courses in mathematics, science, and critical 
foreign languages; 

(F) reimbursing low-income students at-
tending high-need schools for part or all of 
the cost of Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate examination fees; 

(G) carrying out subsection (j), relating to 
collecting and reporting data; 

(H) in the case of a State educational agen-
cy that receives a grant under this section, 
awarding subgrants to local educational 
agencies to enable the local educational 
agencies to carry out authorized activities 
described in subparagraphs (A) through (G); 
and 

(I) providing salary increments or bonuses 
to teachers serving high-need schools who— 

(i) become qualified to teach, and teach, 
Advanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate courses in mathematics, science, or 
a critical foreign language; or 

(ii) increase the number of low-income stu-
dents, who take Advanced Placement or 
International Baccalaureate examinations in 
mathematics, science, or a critical foreign 
language with the goal of successfully pass-
ing such examinations. 

(h) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

each eligible entity that receives a grant 
under this section shall provide, toward the 
cost of the activities assisted under the 
grant, from non-Federal sources, an amount 
equal to 200 percent of the amount of the 
grant, except that an eligible entity that is 
a high-need local educational agency shall 
provide an amount equal to not more than 
100 percent of the amount of the grant. 

(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive all 
or part of the matching requirement de-
scribed in paragraph (1) for any fiscal year 
for an eligible entity described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) of section 3122(2), if the Sec-
retary determines that applying the match-
ing requirement to such eligible entity 
would result in serious hardship or an inabil-
ity to carry out the authorized activities de-
scribed in subsection (g). 

(i) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Grant 
funds provided under this section shall be 
used to supplement, not supplant, other Fed-
eral and non-Federal funds available to carry 
out the activities described in subsection (g). 

(j) COLLECTING AND REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

(1) REPORT.—Each eligible entity receiving 
a grant under this section shall collect and 
report to the Secretary annually such data 
on the results of the grant as the Secretary 
may reasonably require, including data re-
garding— 

(A) the number of students enrolling in Ad-
vanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate courses in mathematics, science, or 
a critical foreign language, and pre-Ad-
vanced Placement or pre-International Bac-
calaureate courses in such a subject, by the 
grade the student is enrolled in, and the dis-
tribution of grades those students receive; 

(B) the number of students taking Ad-
vanced Placement or International Bacca-
laureate examinations in mathematics, 
science, or a critical foreign language, and 
the distribution of scores on those examina-
tions by the grade the student is enrolled in 
at the time of the examination; 

(C) the number of teachers receiving train-
ing in teaching Advanced Placement or 
International Baccalaureate courses in 
mathematics, science, or a critical foreign 
language who will be teaching such courses 
in the next school year; 

(D) the number of teachers becoming quali-
fied to teach Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in mathe-
matics, science, or a critical foreign lan-
guage; and 

(E) the number of qualified teachers who 
are teaching Advanced Placement or Inter-
national Baccalaureate courses in mathe-
matics, science, or critical foreign languages 
to students in a high-need school. 

(2) REPORTING OF DATA.—Each eligible enti-
ty receiving a grant under this section shall 
report data required under paragraph (1)— 

(A) disaggregated by subject area; 
(B) in the case of student data, 

disaggregated in the same manner as infor-
mation is disaggregated under section 
1111(h)(1)(C)(i) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311(h)(1)(C)(i)); and 

(C) to the extent feasible, in a manner that 
allows comparison of conditions before, dur-
ing, and after the project. 

(k) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—From the 
amount made available for any fiscal year 
under subsection (l), the Secretary shall re-
serve such sums as may be necessary— 

(1) to conduct an annual independent eval-
uation, by grant or by contract, of the pro-
gram carried out under this section, which 
shall include an assessment of the impact of 
the program on student academic achieve-
ment; and 

(2) to prepare and submit an annual report 
on the results of the evaluation described in 
paragraph (1) to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Sen-
ate, the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce of the House of Representatives, 
and the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 

(l) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $58,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2008, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 3 succeeding fiscal years. 
Subtitle C—Promising Practices in Mathe-

matics, Science, Technology, and Engineer-
ing Teaching 

SEC. 3131. PROMISING PRACTICES. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to strengthen the skills of mathematics, 
science, technology, and engineering teach-
ers by identifying promising practices in the 
teaching of mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering in elementary and 
secondary education. 

(b) NATIONAL PANEL ON PROMISING PRAC-
TICES IN TEACHING MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, 
TECHNOLOGY, AND ENGINEERING.—The Sec-
retary is authorized to contract with the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to convene, not 
later than 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act, a national panel to identify ex-
isting promising practices in the teaching of 
mathematics, science, technology, and engi-
neering in kindergarten through grade 12. 

(c) COMPOSITION OF NATIONAL PANEL.— 
(1) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 

enter into a contract with the National 
Academy of Sciences to establish a panel to 
identify existing promising practices in the 
teaching of mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering in elementary and 
secondary education with demonstrated evi-
dence of increasing student academic 
achievement. 

(2) SELECTION.—The National Academy of 
Sciences shall ensure that the panel estab-
lished under paragraph (1) broadly represents 
scientists, practitioners, teachers, prin-
cipals, and representatives from entities 
with expertise in education, mathematics, 
and science. The National Academy of 
Sciences shall ensure that the panel includes 
the following: 

(A) A majority representation of teachers 
and principals directly involved in teaching 
mathematics, science, technology, or engi-
neering in kindergarten through grade 12. 

(B) Representation of teachers and prin-
cipals from all demographic areas, including 
urban, suburban, and rural schools. 
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(C) Representation of teachers from public 

and private schools. 
(3) QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.—The 

members of the panel established under para-
graph (1) shall be individuals who have sub-
stantial knowledge or experience relating 
to— 

(A) mathematics, science, technology, or 
engineering education programs; or 

(B) mathematics, science, technology, or 
engineering curricula content development. 

(d) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES OF NATIONAL 
PANEL.—The panel shall— 

(1) identify promising practices in the 
teaching of mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering in elementary and 
secondary education; 

(2) identify techniques proven to help 
teachers increase their skills and expertise 
in improving student achievement in mathe-
matics, science, technology, and engineer-
ing; and 

(3) identify areas of need for promising 
practices in mathematics, science, tech-
nology, and engineering. 

(e) DISSEMINATION.—The Secretary shall 
disseminate information collected pursuant 
to this section to the public, State edu-
cational agencies, and local educational 
agencies, and shall publish appropriate and 
relevant information on the promising prac-
tices on the website of the Department in an 
easy to understand format. 

(f) MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, 
AND ENGINEERING ‘‘PROMISING PRACTICES’’.— 

(1) RELIABILITY AND MEASUREMENT.—The 
promising practices in the teaching of math-
ematics, science, technology, and engineer-
ing in elementary and secondary education 
collected under this section shall be— 

(A) reliable, valid, and grounded in sci-
entific theory and research; 

(B) reviewed regularly to assess effective-
ness; and 

(C) reviewed in the context of State aca-
demic assessments and student academic 
achievement standards. 

(2) STUDENTS WITH DIVERSE LEARNING 
NEEDS.—In identifying promising practices 
under this section, the panel established 
under subsection (c) shall take into account 
the needs of students with diverse learning 
needs, particularly for students with disabil-
ities and students who are limited English 
proficient. 

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal year 2008. 

TITLE II—MATHEMATICS 
SEC. 3201. MATH NOW FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

AND MIDDLE SCHOOL STUDENTS 
PROGRAM. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to enable all students to reach or exceed 
grade-level academic achievement standards 
and to prepare the students to enroll in and 
pass algebra courses by— 

(1) improving instruction in mathematics 
for students in kindergarten through grade 9 
through the implementation of mathematics 
programs and the support of comprehensive 
mathematics initiatives that are research- 
based and reflect a demonstrated record of 
effectiveness; and 

(2) providing targeted help to low-income 
students who are struggling with mathe-
matics and whose achievement is signifi-
cantly below grade level. 

(b) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDU-
CATIONAL AGENCY.—In this section, the term 
‘‘eligible local educational agency’’ means a 
high-need local educational agency (as de-
fined in section 3112(3)) serving 1 or more 
schools— 

(1) with significant numbers or percentages 
of students whose mathematics skills are 
below grade level; 

(2) that are not making adequate yearly 
progress in mathematics under section 
1111(b)(2) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)(2)); or 

(3) in which students are receiving instruc-
tion in mathematics from teachers who do 
not have mathematical content knowledge 
or expertise in the teaching of mathematics. 

(c) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—From the amounts appro-

priated under subsection (k) for any fiscal 
year, the Secretary is authorized to award 
grants, on a competitive basis, for not more 
than 5 years, to State educational agencies 
to enable the State educational agencies to 
award grants to eligible local educational 
agencies to carry out the activities described 
in subsection (e). 

(2) PRIORITY.—In awarding grants under 
this section, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to applications for projects that will 
implement statewide strategies for improv-
ing mathematics instruction and raising the 
mathematics achievement of students, par-
ticularly students in grades 4 through 8. 

(d) STATE USES OF FUNDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational 

agency that receives a grant under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year— 

(A) shall expend not more than a total of 10 
percent of the grant funds to carry out the 
activities described in paragraphs (2) or (3) 
for the fiscal year; and 

(B) shall use not less than 90 percent of the 
grant funds to award grants, on a competi-
tive basis, to eligible local educational agen-
cies to enable the eligible local educational 
agencies to carry out the activities described 
in subsection (e) for the fiscal year. 

(2) MANDATORY USES OF FUNDS.—A State 
educational agency shall use the grant funds 
made available under paragraph (1)(A) to 
carry out each of the following activities: 

(A) PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION.—Plan-
ning and administration, including— 

(i) evaluating applications from eligible 
local educational agencies using peer review 
teams described in subsection (f)(1)(D); 

(ii) administering the distribution of 
grants to eligible local educational agencies; 
and 

(iii) assessing and evaluating, on a regular 
basis, eligible local educational agency ac-
tivities assisted under this section, with re-
spect to whether the activities have been ef-
fective in increasing the number of chil-
dren— 

(I) making progress toward meeting grade- 
level mathematics achievement; and 

(II) meeting or exceeding grade-level math-
ematics achievement. 

(B) REPORTING.—Annually providing the 
Secretary with a report on the implementa-
tion of this section as described in sub-
section (i). 

(3) PERMISSIVE USE OF FUNDS; TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State educational 
agency may use the grant funds made avail-
able under paragraph (1)(A) for 1 or more of 
the following technical assistance activities 
that assist an eligible local educational 
agency, upon request by the eligible local 
educational agency, in accomplishing the 
tasks required to design and implement a 
project under this section, including assist-
ance in— 

(i) implementing mathematics programs or 
comprehensive mathematics initiatives that 
are research-based and reflect a dem-
onstrated record of effectiveness; 

(ii) evaluating and selecting diagnostic and 
classroom based instructional mathematics 
assessments; and 

(iii) identifying eligible professional devel-
opment providers to conduct the professional 
development activities described in sub-
section (e)(1)(B). 

(B) GUIDANCE.—The technical assistance 
described in subparagraph (A) shall be guided 
by researchers with expertise in the peda-
gogy of mathematics, mathematicians, and 
mathematics educators from high-risk, high- 
achievement schools and eligible local edu-
cational agencies. 

(e) LOCAL USES OF FUNDS.— 
(1) MANDATORY USES OF FUNDS.—Each eligi-

ble local educational agency receiving a 
grant under this section shall use the grant 
funds to carry out each of the following ac-
tivities: 

(A) To implement mathematics programs 
or comprehensive mathematics initiatives— 

(i) for students in the grades of a partici-
pating school as identified in the application 
submitted under subsection (f)(2)(A); and 

(ii) that are research-based and reflect a 
demonstrated record of effectiveness. 

(B) To provide professional development 
and instructional leadership activities for 
teachers and, if appropriate, for administra-
tors and other school staff, on the implemen-
tation of comprehensive mathematics initia-
tives designed— 

(i) to improve the achievement of students 
performing significantly below grade level; 

(ii) to improve the mathematical content 
knowledge of the teachers, administrators, 
and other school staff; 

(iii) to increase the use of effective instruc-
tional practices; and 

(iv) to monitor student progress. 
(C) To conduct continuous progress moni-

toring, which may include the adoption and 
use of assessments that— 

(i) measure student progress and identify 
areas in which students need help in learning 
mathematics; and 

(ii) reflect mathematics content that is 
consistent with State academic achievement 
standards in mathematics described in sec-
tion 1111(b) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)). 

(2) PERMISSIVE USES OF FUNDS.—An eligible 
local educational agency may use grant 
funds under this section to— 

(A) adopt and use mathematics instruc-
tional materials and assessments; 

(B) implement classroom-based assess-
ments, including diagnostic or formative as-
sessments; 

(C) provide remedial coursework and inter-
ventions for students, which may be provided 
before or after school; 

(D) provide small groups with individual-
ized instruction in mathematics; 

(E) conduct activities designed to improve 
the content knowledge and expertise of 
teachers, such as the use of a mathematics 
coach, enrichment activities, and inter-
disciplinary methods of mathematics in-
struction; and 

(F) collect and report performance data. 
(f) APPLICATIONS.— 
(1) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—Each 

State educational agency desiring a grant 
under this section shall submit an applica-
tion to the Secretary at such time and in 
such manner as the Secretary may require. 
Each application shall include— 

(A) an assurance that the core mathe-
matics instructional program, supplemental 
instructional materials, and intervention 
programs used by the eligible local edu-
cational agencies for the project, are re-
search-based and reflect a demonstrated 
record of effectiveness and are aligned with 
State academic achievement standards; 

(B) an assurance that eligible local edu-
cational agencies will meet the requirements 
described in paragraph (2); 

(C) an assurance that local applications 
will be evaluated using a peer review process; 

(D) a description of the qualifications of 
the peer review teams, which shall consist 
of— 
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(i) researchers with expertise in the peda-

gogy of mathematics; 
(ii) mathematicians; and 
(iii) mathematics educators serving high- 

risk, high-achievement schools and eligible 
local educational agencies; and 

(E) an assurance that the State will estab-
lish a process to safeguard against conflicts 
of interest, consistent with subsection (g)(2), 
for individuals providing technical assist-
ance on behalf of the State educational agen-
cy or participating in the State peer review 
process under this title. 

(2) ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.— 
Each eligible local educational agency desir-
ing a grant under this section shall submit 
an application to the State educational 
agency at such time and in such manner as 
the State educational agency may require. 
Each application shall include— 

(A) an assurance that the eligible local 
educational agency will provide assistance 
to 1 or more schools that are— 

(i) served by the eligible local educational 
agency; and 

(ii) described in section 3201(b); 
(B) a description of the grades kinder-

garten through grade 9, and of the schools, 
that will be served; 

(C) information, on an aggregate basis, on 
each school to be served by the project, in-
cluding such demographic, socioeconomic, 
and mathematics achievement data as the 
State educational agency may request; 

(D) a description of the core mathematics 
instructional program, supplemental in-
structional materials, and intervention pro-
grams or strategies that will be used for the 
project, including an assurance that the pro-
grams or strategies are research-based and 
reflect a demonstrated record of effective-
ness and are aligned with State academic 
achievement standards; 

(E) a description of the activities that will 
be carried out under the grant, including a 
description of the professional development 
that will be provided to teachers, and, if ap-
propriate, administrators and other school 
staff, and a description of how the activities 
will support achievement of the purpose of 
this section; 

(F) an assurance that the eligible local 
educational agency will report to the State 
educational agency all data on student aca-
demic achievement that is necessary for the 
State educational agency’s report under sub-
section (i); 

(G) a description of the eligible entity’s 
plans for evaluating the impact of profes-
sional development and leadership activities 
in mathematics on the content knowledge 
and expertise of teachers, administrators, or 
other school staff; and 

(H) any other information the State edu-
cational agency may reasonably require. 

(g) PROHIBITIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In implementing this sec-

tion, the Secretary shall not— 
(A) endorse, approve, or sanction any 

mathematics curriculum designed for use in 
any school; or 

(B) engage in oversight, technical assist-
ance, or activities that will require the adop-
tion of a specific mathematics program or 
instructional materials by a State, local 
educational agency, or school. 

(2) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—Any Federal 
employee, contractor, or subcontractor in-
volved in the administration, implementa-
tion, or provision of oversight or technical 
assistance duties or activities under this sec-
tion shall— 

(A) disclose to the Secretary any financial 
ties to publishers, entities, private individ-
uals, or organizations that will benefit from 
funds provided under this section; and 

(B) be prohibited from maintaining signifi-
cant financial interests in areas directly re-

lated to duties or activities under this sec-
tion, unless granted a waiver by the Sec-
retary. 

(3) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall report 
annually to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate 
and to the Committee on Education and 
Labor of the House of Representatives on 
any of the special allowances or waivers 
granted under paragraph (2)(B). 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
title shall be construed to authorize or per-
mit the Department of Education, or a De-
partment of Education contractor, to man-
date, direct, control, or suggest the selection 
of a mathematics curriculum, supplemental 
instructional materials, or program of in-
struction by a State, local educational agen-
cy, or school. 

(h) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—A State 

educational agency that receives a grant 
under this section shall provide, from non- 
Federal sources, an amount equal to 50 per-
cent of the amount of the grant, in cash or 
in kind, to carry out the activities supported 
by the grant, of which not more than 20 per-
cent of such 50 percent may be provided by 
local educational agencies within the State. 

(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive all 
of or a portion of the matching requirement 
described in paragraph (1) for any fiscal year, 
if the Secretary determines that— 

(A) the application of the matching re-
quirement will result in serious hardship for 
the State educational agency; or 

(B) providing a waiver best serves the pur-
pose of the program assisted under this sec-
tion. 

(i) PROGRAM PERFORMANCE AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY.— 

(1) INFORMATION.—Each State educational 
agency receiving a grant under this section 
shall collect and report to the Secretary an-
nually such information on the results of the 
grant as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire, including information on— 

(A) mathematics achievement data that 
show the progress of students participating 
in projects under this section (including, to 
the extent practicable, comparable data 
from students not participating in such 
projects), based primarily on the results of 
State, school district wide, or classroom- 
based, assessments, including— 

(i) specific identification of those schools 
and eligible local educational agencies that 
report the largest gains in mathematics 
achievement; and 

(ii) evidence on whether the State edu-
cational agency and eligible local edu-
cational agencies within the State have— 

(I) significantly increased the number of 
students achieving at grade level or above in 
mathematics; 

(II) significantly increased the percentages 
of students described in section 
1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311(b)(2)(C)(v)(II)) who are achieving at 
grade level or above in mathematics; 

(III) significantly increased the number of 
students making significant progress toward 
meeting grade-level mathematics achieve-
ment standards; and 

(IV) successfully implemented this section; 
(B) the percentage of students in the 

schools served by the eligible local edu-
cational agency who enroll in algebra 
courses and the percentage of such students 
who pass algebra courses; and 

(C) the progress made in increasing the 
quality and accessibility of professional de-
velopment and leadership activities in math-
ematics, especially activities resulting in 
greater content knowledge and expertise of 
teachers, administrators, and other school 
staff, except that the Secretary shall not re-

quire such information until after the third 
year of a grant awarded under this section. 

(2) REPORTING AND DISAGGREGATION.—The 
information required under paragraph (1) 
shall be— 

(A) reported in a manner that allows for a 
comparison of aggregated score differentials 
of student academic achievement before (to 
the extent feasible) and after implementa-
tion of the project assisted under this sec-
tion; and 

(B) disaggregated in the same manner as 
information is disaggregated under section 
1111(h)(1)(C)(i) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311(h)(1)(C)(i)). 

(3) PRIVACY PROTECTION.—The data in the 
report shall be reported in a manner that— 

(A) protects the privacy of individuals; and 
(B) complies with the requirements of the 

Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act 
of 1974 (20 U.S.C. 1232g). 

(j) EVALUATION AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.— 

(1) EVALUATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct an annual independent evaluation, by 
grant or by contract, of the program assisted 
under this section, which shall include an as-
sessment of the impact of the program on 
student academic achievement and teacher 
performance, and may use funds available to 
carry out this section to conduct the evalua-
tion. 

(B) REPORT.—The Secretary shall annually 
submit, to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force of the House of Representatives, and 
the Committees on Appropriations of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, a re-
port on the results of the evaluation. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
may use funds made available under para-
graph (3) to provide technical assistance to 
prospective applicants and to eligible local 
educational agencies receiving a grant under 
this section. 

(3) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—The Secretary 
may reserve not more than 2.5 percent of 
funds appropriated under subsection (k) for a 
fiscal year to carry out this subsection. 

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $146,700,000 for fiscal 
year 2008, and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 3 succeeding fiscal years. 
SEC. 3202. SUMMER TERM EDUCATION PRO-

GRAMS. 
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 

is to create opportunities for summer learn-
ing by providing students with access to 
summer learning in mathematics, tech-
nology, and problem-solving to ensure that 
students do not experience learning losses 
over the summer and to remedy, reinforce, 
and accelerate the learning of mathematics 
and problem-solving. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) EDUCATIONAL SERVICE AGENCY.—The 

term ‘‘educational service agency’’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 9101 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7801). 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—The term ‘‘eligible 
entity’’ means an entity that— 

(A) desires to participate in a summer 
learning grant program under this section by 
providing summer learning opportunities de-
scribed in subsection (d)(4)(A)(ii) to eligible 
students; and 

(B) is— 
(i) a high-need local educational agency; or 
(ii) a consortium consisting of a high-need 

local educational agency and 1 or more of 
the following entities: 

(I) Another local educational agency; 
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(II) A community-based youth develop-

ment organization with a demonstrated 
record of effectiveness in helping students 
learn; 

(III) An institution of higher education; 
(IV) An educational service agency; or 
(V) A for-profit educational provider, non-

profit organization, science center, museum, 
or summer enrichment camp, that has been 
approved by the State educational agency to 
provide the summer learning opportunity de-
scribed in subsection (d)(4)(A)(ii). 

(3) ELIGIBLE STUDENT.—The term ‘‘eligible 
student’’ means a student who— 

(A) is eligible for a free lunch under the 
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.); and 

(B) is served by a local educational agency 
identified by the State educational agency in 
the application described in subsection (c)(2). 

(4) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—The 
term ‘‘institution of higher education’’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 101(a) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a)). 

(5) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
‘‘local educational agency’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 7801). 

(6) HIGH-NEED LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
CY.—The term high-need local educational 
agency means a local educational agency (as 
defined in section 9101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965)— 

(A) that serves not less than 10,000 children 
from low-income families; 

(B) for which not less than 20 percent of 
the children served by the agency are chil-
dren from low-income families; or 

(C) with a total of not less than 600 stu-
dents in average daily attendance at the 
schools that are served by the agency, and 
all of whose schools are designated with a 
school locale code of 6, 7, or 8 as determined 
by the Secretary of Education. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 

(8) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each 
of the several States of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
United States Virgin Islands, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands, the Fed-
erated States of Micronesia, and the Repub-
lic of Palau. 

(9) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The term 
‘‘State educational agency’’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 9101 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 7801). 

(c) DEMONSTRATION GRANT PROGRAM.— 
(1) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—From the funds appro-

priated under subsection (f) for a fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall carry out a demonstra-
tion grant program in which the Secretary 
awards grants, on a competitive basis, to 
State educational agencies to enable the 
State educational agencies to pay the Fed-
eral share of summer learning grants for eli-
gible students. 

(B) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—For each fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall award not more 
than 5 grants under this section. 

(2) APPLICATION.—A State educational 
agency that desires to receive a grant under 
this section shall submit an application to 
the Secretary at such time, in such manner, 
and accompanied by such information as the 
Secretary may require. Such application 
shall identify the areas in the State where 
the summer learning grant program will be 
offered and the local educational agencies 
that serve such areas. 

(3) AWARD BASIS.— 

(A) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.—In awarding 
grants under this section, the Secretary 
shall give special consideration to a State 
educational agency that agrees, to the ex-
tent possible, to enter into agreements with 
eligible entities that are consortia described 
in subsection (b)(2)(B)(iii) and that proposes 
to target services to children in grades K–8. 

(B) GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding 
grants under this section, the Secretary 
shall take into consideration an equitable 
geographic distribution of the grants. 

(d) SUMMER LEARNING GRANTS.— 
(1) USE OF GRANTS FOR SUMMER LEARNING 

GRANTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Each State educational 

agency that receives a grant under sub-
section (c) for a fiscal year shall use the 
grant funds to provide summer learning 
grants for the fiscal year to eligible students 
in the State who desire to attend a summer 
learning opportunity offered by an eligible 
entity that enters into an agreement with 
the State educational agency under para-
graph (4)(A). 

(B) AMOUNT; FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL 
SHARES.— 

(i) AMOUNT.—The amount of a summer 
learning grant provided under this section 
shall be— 

(I) for each of the fiscal years 2008 through 
2011, $1,600; and 

(II) for fiscal year 2012, $1,800. 
(ii) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 

each summer learning grant shall be not 
more than 50 percent of the amount of the 
summer learning grant determined under 
clause (i). 

(iii) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share of each summer learning grant shall be 
not less than 50 percent of the amount of the 
summer learning grant determined under 
clause (i), and shall be provided from non- 
Federal sources. 

(2) DESIGNATION OF SUMMER SCHOLARS.—Eli-
gible students who receive summer learning 
grants under this section shall be known as 
‘‘summer scholars’’. 

(3) SELECTION OF SUMMER LEARNING OPPOR-
TUNITY.— 

(A) DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION.—A 
State educational agency that receives a 
grant under subsection (c) shall disseminate 
information about summer learning opportu-
nities and summer learning grants to the 
families of eligible students in the State. 

(B) APPLICATION.—The parents of an eligi-
ble student who are interested in having 
their child participate in a summer learning 
opportunity and receive a summer learning 
grant shall submit an application to the 
State educational agency that includes a 
ranked list of preferred summer learning op-
portunities. 

(C) PROCESS.—A State educational agency 
that receives an application under subpara-
graph (B) shall— 

(i) process such application; 
(ii) determine whether the eligible student 

shall receive a summer learning grant; 
(iii) coordinate the assignment of eligible 

students receiving summer learning grants 
with summer learning opportunities; and 

(iv) if demand for a summer learning op-
portunity exceeds capacity, the State edu-
cational agency shall prioritize applications 
to low-achieving eligible students. 

(D) FLEXIBILITY.—A State educational 
agency may assign a summer scholar to a 
summer learning opportunity program that 
is offered in an area served by a local edu-
cational agency that is not the local edu-
cational agency serving the area where such 
scholar resides. 

(E) REQUIREMENT OF ACCEPTANCE.—An eli-
gible entity shall accept, enroll, and provide 
the summer learning opportunity of such en-
tity to, any summer scholar assigned to such 

summer learning opportunity by a State 
educational agency pursuant to this sub-
section. 

(4) AGREEMENT WITH ELIGIBLE ENTITY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—A State educational 

agency shall enter into an agreement with 
one or more eligible entities offering a sum-
mer learning opportunity, under which— 

(i) the State educational agency shall 
agree to make payments to the eligible enti-
ty, in accordance with subparagraph (B), for 
a summer scholar; and 

(ii) the eligible entity shall agree to pro-
vide the summer scholar with a summer 
learning opportunity that— 

(I) provides a total of not less than the 
equivalent of 30 full days of instruction (or 
not less than the equivalent of 25 full days of 
instruction, if the equivalent of an addi-
tional 5 days is devoted to field trips or other 
enrichment opportunities) to the summer 
scholar; 

(II) employs small-group, research-based 
educational programs, materials, curricula, 
and practices; 

(III) provides a curriculum that— 
(aa) emphasizes mathematics, technology, 

engineering, and problem-solving through 
experiential learning opportunities; 

(bb) is primarily designed to increase the 
numeracy and problem-solving skills of the 
summer scholar; and 

(cc) is aligned with State academic content 
standards and goals of the local educational 
agency serving the summer scholar; 

(IV) measures student progress to deter-
mine the gains made by summer scholars in 
the summer learning opportunity, and 
disaggregates the results of such progress for 
summer scholars by race and ethnicity, eco-
nomic status, limited English proficiency 
status, and disability status, in order to de-
termine the opportunity’s impact on each 
subgroup of summer scholars; 

(V) collects daily attendance data on each 
summer scholar; 

(VI) provides professional development op-
portunities for teachers to improve their 
practice in teaching numeracy, and in inte-
grating problem-solving techniques into the 
curriculum; and 

(VII) meets all applicable Federal, State, 
and local civil rights laws. 

(B) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

clause (ii), a State educational agency shall 
make a payment to an eligible entity for a 
summer scholar in the amount determined 
under paragraph (1)(B)(i). 

(ii) ADJUSTMENT.—In the case in which a 
summer scholar does not attend the full 
summer learning opportunity, the State edu-
cational agency shall reduce the amount pro-
vided to the eligible entity pursuant to 
clause (i) by a percentage that is equal to the 
percentage of the summer learning oppor-
tunity not attended by such scholar. 

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A State edu-
cational agency or eligible entity receiving 
funding under this section may use not more 
than 5 percent of such funding for adminis-
trative costs associated with carrying out 
this section. 

(e) EVALUATIONS; REPORT; WEBSITE.— 
(1) EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT.—For each 

year that an eligible entity enters into an 
agreement under subsection (d)(4), the eligi-
ble entity shall prepare and submit to the 
Secretary a report on the activities and out-
comes of each summer learning opportunity 
that enrolled a summer scholar, including— 

(A) information on the design of the sum-
mer learning opportunity; 

(B) the alignment of the summer learning 
opportunity with State standards; and 

(C) data from assessments of student math-
ematics and problem-solving skills for the 
summer scholars and on the attendance of 
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the scholars, disaggregated by the subgroups 
described in subsection (d)(4)(A)(ii)(IV). 

(2) REPORT.—For each year funds are ap-
propriated under subsection (f) for this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall prepare and submit 
a report to the HELP Committee of the Sen-
ate and the Education and Labor Committee 
of the House on the summer learning grant 
programs, including the effectiveness of the 
summer learning opportunities in improving 
student achievement and learning. 

(3) SUMMER LEARNING GRANTS WEBSITE.— 
The Secretary shall make accessible, on the 
Department of Education website, informa-
tion for parents and school personnel on suc-
cessful programs and curricula, and best 
practices, for summer learning opportuni-
ties. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal year 2008 through fiscal 
year 2012. 
SEC. 3203. MATH SKILLS FOR SECONDARY 

SCHOOL STUDENTS. 
(a) The purposes of this section are— 
(1) to provide assistance to State edu-

cational agencies and local educational 
agencies in implementing effective research- 
based mathematics programs for students in 
secondary schools, including students with 
disabilities and students with limited 
English proficiency; 

(2) to improve instruction in mathematics 
for students in secondary school through the 
implementation of mathematics programs 
and the support of comprehensive mathe-
matics initiatives that are based on the best 
available evidence of effectiveness; 

(3) to provide targeted help to low-income 
students who are struggling with mathe-
matics and whose achievement is signifi-
cantly below grade level; and 

(4) to provide in-service training for math-
ematics coaches who can assist secondary 
school teachers to utilize research-based 
mathematics instruction to develop and im-
prove students’ mathematical abilities and 
knowledge, and assist teachers in assessing 
and improving student academic achieve-
ment. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.— 

The term ‘‘eligible local educational agency’’ 
means a local educational agency that is eli-
gible to receive funds, and that is receiving 
funds, under part A of title I of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6311 et seq.). 

(2) MATHEMATICS COACH.—The term ‘‘math-
ematics coach’’ means a certified or licensed 
teacher, with a demonstrated effectiveness 
in teaching mathematics to students with 
specialized needs in mathematics and im-
proving student academic achievement in 
mathematics, a command of mathematical 
content knowledge, and the ability to work 
with classroom teachers to improve the 
teachers’ instructional techniques to support 
mathematics improvement, who works on 
site at a school— 

(A) to train teachers to better assess stu-
dent learning in mathematics; 

(B) to train teachers to assess students’ 
mathematics skills and identify students 
who need remediation; and 

(C) to provide or assess remedial mathe-
matics instruction, including for— 

(i) students in after-school and summer 
school programs; 

(ii) students requiring additional instruc-
tion; 

(iii) students with disabilities; and 
(iv) students with limited English pro-

ficiency. 
(3) SECONDARY SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘sec-

ondary school’’ means a school that provides 

secondary education, as determined under 
State law. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Education. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums as be nec-
essary for fiscal year 2008 and each of the 3 
succeeding fiscal years. 

(d) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—From funds appropriated 

under subsection (c) for a fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall establish a program, in ac-
cordance with the requirements of this sec-
tion, that will provide grants on a competi-
tive basis to State educational agencies to 
award grants and subgrants to eligible local 
educational agencies for the purpose of es-
tablishing mathematics programs to im-
prove the overall mathematics performance 
of secondary school students in the State. 

(2) LENGTH OF GRANT.—A grant to a State 
educational agency under this section shall 
be awarded for a period of 4 years. 

(e) RESERVATION OF FUNDS BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—From amounts appropriated under 
subsection (c) for a fiscal year, the Secretary 
may reserve— 

(1) not more than 3 percent of such 
amounts to fund national activities in sup-
port of the programs assisted under this sec-
tion, such as research and dissemination of 
best practices, except that the Secretary 
may not use the reserved funds to award 
grants directly to local educational agencies; 
and 

(2) not more than 1⁄2 of 1 percent of such 
amounts for the Bureau of Indian Education 
of the Department of the Interior to carry 
out the services and activities described in 
subsection (l)(3) for Indian children. 

(f) GRANT FORMULAS.— 
(1) COMPETITIVE GRANTS TO STATE EDU-

CATIONAL AGENCIES.—From amounts appro-
priated under subsection (c) and not reserved 
under subsection (e), the Secretary shall 
award grants, on a competitive basis, to 
State educational agencies to enable the 
State educational agencies to provide sub-
grants to eligible local educational agencies 
to establish mathematics programs for the 
purpose of improving overall mathematics 
performance among students in secondary 
school in the State. 

(2) MINIMUM GRANT.—The Secretary shall 
ensure that the minimum grant made to any 
state educational agency under this section 
shall be not less than $500,000. 

(g) APPLICATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to receive a grant 

under this section, a State educational agen-
cy shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time, in such manner, and ac-
companied by such information as the Sec-
retary may require. Each such application 
shall meet the following conditions: 

(A) A State educational agency shall not 
include the application for assistance under 
this section in a consolidated application 
submitted under section 9302 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 7842). 

(B) The State educational agency’s appli-
cation shall include assurances that such ap-
plication and any technical assistance pro-
vided by the State will be guided by a peer 
review team, which shall consist of— 

(i) researchers with expertise in the peda-
gogy of mathematics; 

(ii) mathematicians; and 
(iii) mathematics educators serving high- 

risk, high-achievement schools and eligible 
local educational agencies. 

(C) The State educational agency will par-
ticipate, if requested, in any evaluation of 
the State educational agency’s program 
under this section. 

(D) The State educational agency’s appli-
cation shall include a program plan that con-
tains a description of the following: 

(i) How the State educational agency will 
assist eligible local educational agencies in 
implementing subgrants, including providing 
ongoing professional development for mathe-
matics coaches, teachers, paraprofessionals, 
and administrators. 

(ii) How the State educational agency will 
help eligible local educational agencies iden-
tify high-quality screening, diagnostic, and 
classroom-based instructional mathematics 
assessments. 

(iii) How the State educational agency will 
help eligible local educational agencies iden-
tify high-quality research-based mathe-
matics materials and programs. 

(iv) How the State educational agency will 
help eligible local educational agencies iden-
tify appropriate and effective materials, pro-
grams, and assessments for students with 
disabilities and students with limited 
English proficiency. 

(v) How the State educational agency will 
ensure that professional development funded 
under this section— 

(I) is based on mathematics research; 
(II) will effectively improve instructional 

practices for mathematics for secondary 
school students; 

(III) will improve student academic 
achievement in mathematics; and 

(IV) is coordinated with professional devel-
opment activities funded through other pro-
grams, including section 2113 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6613). 

(vi) How funded activities will help teach-
ers and other instructional staff to imple-
ment research-based components of mathe-
matics instruction and improve student aca-
demic achievement. 

(vii) The subgrant process the State edu-
cational agency will use to ensure that eligi-
ble local educational agencies receiving sub-
grants implement programs and practices 
based on mathematics research. 

(viii) How the State educational agency 
will build on and promote coordination 
among mathematics programs in the State 
to increase overall effectiveness in improv-
ing mathematics instruction and student 
academic achievement, including for stu-
dents with disabilities and students with 
limited English proficiency. 

(ix) How the State educational agency will 
regularly assess and evaluate the effective-
ness of the eligible local educational agency 
activities funded under this section. 

(h) STATE USE OF FUNDS.—Each State edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under this 
section shall— 

(1) establish a peer review team comprised 
of researchers with expertise in the pedagogy 
of mathematics, mathematicians, and math-
ematics educators from high-risk, high- 
achievement schools, to provide guidance to 
eligible local educational agencies in select-
ing or developing and implementing appro-
priate, research-based mathematics pro-
grams for secondary school students; 

(2) use 80 percent of the grant funds re-
ceived under this section for a fiscal year to 
fund high-quality applications for subgrants 
to eligible local educational agencies having 
applications approved under subsection (l); 
and 

(3) use 20 percent of the grant funds re-
ceived under this section— 

(A) to carry out State-level activities de-
scribed in the application submitted under 
subsection (g); 

(B) to provide— 
(i) technical assistance to eligible local 

educational agencies; and 
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(ii) high-quality professional development 

to teachers and mathematics coaches in the 
State; 

(C) to oversee and evaluate subgrant serv-
ices and activities undertaken by the eligible 
local educational agencies as described in 
subsection (l)(3); and 

(D) for administrative costs, of which not 
more than 5 percent of the grant funds may 
be used for planning, administration, and re-
porting. 

(i) NOTICE TO ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCIES.—Each State educational agency 
receiving a grant under this section shall 
provide notice to all eligible local edu-
cational agencies in the State about the 
availability of subgrants under this section. 

(j) PROHIBITIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In implementing this sec-

tion, the Secretary shall not— 
(A) endorse, approve, or sanction any 

mathematics curriculum designed for use in 
any school; or 

(B) engage in oversight, technical assist-
ance, or activities that will require the adop-
tion of a specific mathematics program or 
instructional materials by a State, local 
educational agency, or school. 

(2) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—Any federal em-
ployee, contractor, or subcontractor in-
volved in the administration, implementa-
tion, or provision of oversight or technical 
assistance duties or activities under this sec-
tion shall— 

(A) disclose to the Secretary any financial 
ties to publishers, entities, private individ-
uals, or organizations that will benefit from 
funds provided under this section; and 

(B) be prohibited from maintaining signifi-
cant financial interests in areas directly re-
lated to duties or activities under this sec-
tion, unless granted a waiver by the Sec-
retary. 

(3) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall report 
annually to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, 
and the Committee on Education and Labor 
of the House of Representatives, on each of 
the waivers granted under paragraph (2)(B). 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to authorize or 
permit the Secretary, Department of Edu-
cation, or a Department of Education con-
tractor, to mandate, direct, control, or sug-
gest the selection of a mathematics cur-
riculum, supplemental instructional mate-
rials, or program of instruction by a State, 
local educational agency, or school. 

(k) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Each 
State educational agency receiving a grant 
under this section shall use the grant funds 
to supplement, not supplant, State funding 
for activities authorized under this section 
or for other educational activities. 

(l) SUBGRANTS TO ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDU-
CATIONAL AGENCIES.— 

(1) APPLICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible local edu-

cational agency desiring a subgrant under 
this subsection shall submit an application 
to the State educational agency in the form 
and according to the schedule established by 
the State educational agency. 

(B) CONTENTS.—In addition to any informa-
tion required by the State educational agen-
cy, each application under paragraph (1) 
shall demonstrate how the eligible local edu-
cational agency will carry out the following 
required activities: 

(i) Development or selection and imple-
mentation of research-based mathematics 
assessments. 

(ii) Development or selection and imple-
mentation of research-based mathematics 
programs, including programs for students 
with disabilities and students with limited 
English proficiency. 

(iii) Selection of instructional materials 
based on mathematics research. 

(iv) High-quality professional development 
for mathematics coaches and teachers based 
on mathematics research. 

(v) Evaluation and assessment strategies. 
(vi) Reporting. 
(vii) Providing access to research-based 

mathematics materials. 
(C) CONSORTIA.—Consistent with State law, 

an eligible local educational agency may 
apply to the State educational agency for a 
subgrant as a member of a consortium of 
local educational agencies if each member of 
the consortium is an eligible local edu-
cational agency. 

(2) AWARD BASIS.— 
(A) PRIORITY.—A State educational agency 

awarding subgrants under this subsection 
shall give priority to eligible local edu-
cational agencies that— 

(i) are among the local educational agen-
cies in the State with the lowest graduation 
rates, as described in section 1111(b)(2)(C)(vi) 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)(2)(C)(vi)); and 

(ii) have the highest number or percentage 
of students who are counted under section 
1124(c) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6333(c)). 

(B) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—Subgrants under 
this subsection shall be of sufficient size and 
scope to enable eligible local educational 
agencies to fully implement activities as-
sisted under this subsection. 

(3) LOCAL USE OF FUNDS.—Each eligible 
local educational agency receiving a 
subgrant under this subsection shall use the 
subgrant funds to carry out, at the sec-
ondary school level, the following services 
and activities: 

(A) Hiring mathematics coaches and pro-
viding professional development for mathe-
matics coaches— 

(i) at a level to provide effective coaching 
to classroom teachers; 

(ii) to work with classroom teachers to 
better assess student academic achievement 
in mathematics; 

(iii) to work with classroom teachers to 
identify students with mathematics prob-
lems and, where appropriate, refer students 
to available programs for remediation and 
additional services; 

(iv) to work with classroom teachers to di-
agnose and remediate mathematics difficul-
ties of the lowest-performing students, so 
that those teachers can provide intensive, re-
search-based instruction, including during 
after-school and summer sessions, geared to-
ward ensuring that those students can access 
and be successful in rigorous academic 
coursework; and 

(v) to assess and organize student data on 
mathematics and communicate that data to 
school administrators to inform school re-
form efforts. 

(B) Reviewing, analyzing, developing, and, 
where possible, adapting curricula to make 
sure mathematics skills are taught within 
other core academic subjects. 

(C) Providing mathematics professional de-
velopment for all relevant teachers in sec-
ondary school, as necessary, that addresses 
both remedial and higher level mathematics 
skills for students in the applicable cur-
riculum. 

(D) Providing professional development for 
teachers, administrators, and paraprofes-
sionals serving secondary schools to help the 
teachers, administrators, and paraprofes-
sionals improve student academic achieve-
ment in mathematics. 

(E) Procuring and implementing programs 
and instructional materials based on mathe-
matics research, including software and 
other education technology related to math-
ematics instruction with demonstrated effec-

tiveness in improving mathematics instruc-
tion and student academic achievement. 

(F) Building on and promoting coordina-
tion among mathematics programs in the el-
igible local educational agency to increase 
overall effectiveness in— 

(i) improving mathematics instruction; 
and 

(ii) increasing student academic achieve-
ment, including for students with disabilities 
and students with limited English pro-
ficiency. 

(G) Evaluating the effectiveness of the in-
structional strategies, teacher professional 
development programs, and other interven-
tions that are implemented under the 
subgrant; and 

(H) Measuring improvement in student 
academic achievement, including through 
progress monitoring or other assessments. 

(4) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Each eligi-
ble local educational agency receiving a 
subgrant under this subsection shall use the 
subgrant funds to supplement, not supplant, 
the eligible local educational agency’s fund-
ing for activities authorized under this sec-
tion or for other educational activities. 

(5) NEW SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES.— 
Subgrant funds provided under this sub-
section may be used only to provide services 
and activities authorized under this section 
that were not provided on the day before the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(6) EVALUATIONS.—Each eligible local edu-
cational agency receiving a grant under this 
subsection shall participate, as requested by 
the State educational agency or the Sec-
retary, in reviews and evaluations of the pro-
grams of the eligible local educational agen-
cy and the effectiveness of such programs, 
and shall provide such reports as are re-
quested by the State educational agency and 
the Secretary. 

(m) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) STATE EDUCATIONAL AGENCY REQUIRE-

MENTS.—A State educational agency that re-
ceives a grant under this section shall pro-
vide, from non-Federal sources, an amount 
equal to 50 percent of the amount of the 
grant, in cash or in-kind, to carry out the ac-
tivities supported by the grant, of which not 
more than 20 percent of such 50 percent may 
be provided by local educational agencies 
within the State. 

(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive all 
or a portion of the matching requirements 
described in paragraph (1) for any fiscal year, 
if the Secretary determines that— 

(A) the application of the matching re-
quirement will result in serious hardship for 
the State educational agency; or 

(B) providing a waiver best serves the pur-
pose of the program assisted under this sec-
tion. 

(n) PROGRAM PERFORMANCE AND ACCOUNT-
ABILITY.— 

(1) INFORMATION.—Each State educational 
agency receiving a grant under this section 
shall collect and report to the Secretary an-
nually such information on the results of the 
grant as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire, including information on— 

(A) mathematics achievement data that 
show the progress of students participating 
in projects under this section (including, to 
the extent practicable, comparable data 
from students not participating in such 
projects), based primarily on the results of 
State, school districtwide, or classroom- 
based monitoring reports or assessments, in-
cluding— 

(i) specific identification of those schools 
and eligible local educational agencies that 
report the largest gains in mathematics 
achievement; and 

(ii) evidence on whether the State edu-
cational agency and eligible local edu-
cational agencies within the State have— 
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(I) significantly increased the number of 

students achieving at the proficient or ad-
vanced level on the State student academic 
achievement standards in mathematics 
under section 1111(b)(1)(D)(ii) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6311(b)(1)(D)(ii)); 

(II) significantly increased the percentages 
of students described in section 
1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II) of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311(b)(2)(C)(v)(II)) who are achieving pro-
ficiency or advanced levels on such State 
academic content standards in mathematics; 

(III) significantly increased the number of 
students making significant progress toward 
meeting such State academic content and 
achievement standards in mathematics; and 

(IV) successfully implemented this section; 
(B) the percentage of students in the 

schools served by the eligible local edu-
cational agency who enroll in advanced 
mathematics courses in grades 9 through 12, 
including the percentage of such students 
who pass such courses; and 

(C) the progress made in increasing the 
quality and accessibility of professional de-
velopment and leadership activities in math-
ematics, especially activities resulting in 
greater content knowledge and expertise of 
teachers, administrators, and other school 
staff, except that the Secretary shall not re-
quire such information until after the third 
year of a grant awarded under this section. 

(2) REPORTING AND DISAGGREGATION.—The 
information required under paragraph (1) 
shall be— 

(A) reported in a manner that allows for a 
comparison of aggregated score differentials 
of student academic achievement before (to 
the extent feasible) and after implementa-
tion of the project assisted under this sec-
tion; and 

(B) disaggregated in the same manner as 
information is disaggregated under section 
1111(h)(1)(C)(i) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311(h)(1)(C)(i)). 

TITLE III—FOREIGN LANGUAGE 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

SEC. 3301. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) The United States faces a shortage of 

skilled professionals with higher levels of 
proficiency in foreign languages and area 
knowledge critical to the Nation’s security. 

(2) Given the Nation’s economic competi-
tiveness interests, it is crucial that our Na-
tion expand the number of Americans who 
are able to function effectively in the envi-
ronments in which critical foreign languages 
are spoken. 

(3) Students’ ability to become proficient 
in foreign languages can be addressed by 
starting language learning at a younger age 
and expanding opportunities for continuous 
foreign language education from elementary 
school through postsecondary education. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to significantly increase— 

(1) the opportunities to study critical for-
eign languages and the context in which the 
critical foreign languages are spoken; and 

(2) the number of American students who 
achieve the highest level of proficiency in 
critical foreign languages. 
SEC. 3302. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ELIGIBLE RECIPIENT.—The term ‘‘eligible 

recipient’’ means an institution of higher 
education that receives grant funds under 
this title on behalf of a partnership for use in 
carrying out the activities assisted under 
this title. 

(2) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘‘partnership’’ 
means a partnership that— 

(A) shall include— 
(i) an institution of higher education; and 
(ii) 1 or more local educational agencies; 

and 
(B) may include 1 or more entities that 

support the purposes of this title. 
(3) SUPERIOR LEVEL OF PROFICIENCY.—The 

term ‘‘superior level of proficiency’’ means 
level 3, the professional working level, as 
measured by the Federal Interagency Lan-
guage Roundtable (ILR) or by other gen-
erally recognized measures of superior stand-
ards. 
SEC. 3303. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary is author-

ized to award grants to eligible recipients to 
enable partnerships served by the eligible re-
cipients to establish articulated programs of 
study in critical foreign languages that will 
enable students to advance successfully from 
elementary school through postsecondary 
education and achieve higher levels of pro-
ficiency in a critical foreign language. 

(2) DURATION.—A grant awarded under 
paragraph (1) shall be for a period of not 
more than 5 years. A grant may be renewed 
for not more than 2 additional 5-year peri-
ods, if the Secretary determines that the 
partnership’s program is effective and the re-
newal will best serve the purposes of this 
title. 

(b) APPLICATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible recipient de-

siring a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an application to the Secretary at such 
time, in such manner, and containing such 
information as the Secretary may require. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each application shall— 
(A) identify each local educational agency 

partner, including contact information and 
letters of commitment, and describe the re-
sponsibilities of each member of the partner-
ship, including— 

(i) how each of the partners will be in-
volved in planning, developing, and imple-
menting— 

(I) program curriculum and materials; and 
(II) teacher professional development; 
(ii) what resources each of the partners 

will provide; and 
(iii) how the partners will contribute to en-

suring the continuity of student progress 
from elementary school through the postsec-
ondary level; 

(B) describe how an articulated curriculum 
for students will be developed and imple-
mented, which may include the use and inte-
gration of technology into such curriculum; 

(C) identify target proficiency levels for 
students at critical benchmarks (such as 
grades 4, 8, and 12), and describe how 
progress toward those proficiency levels will 
be assessed at the benchmarks, and how the 
program will use the results of the assess-
ments to ensure continuous progress toward 
achieving a superior level of proficiency at 
the postsecondary level; 

(D) describe how the partnership will— 
(i) ensure that students from a program as-

sisted under this title who are beginning 
postsecondary education will be assessed and 
enabled to progress to a superior level of pro-
ficiency; 

(ii) address the needs of students already 
at, or near, the superior level of proficiency, 
which may include diagnostic assessments 
for placement purposes, customized and indi-
vidualized language learning opportunities, 
and experimental and interdisciplinary lan-
guage learning; and 

(iii) identify and describe how the partner-
ship will work with institutions of higher 
education outside the partnership to provide 
participating students with multiple options 
for postsecondary education consistent with 
the purposes of this title; 

(E) describe how the partnership will sup-
port and continue the program after the 
grant has expired, including how the part-
nership will seek support from other sources, 
such as State and local governments, founda-
tions, and the private sector; and 

(F) describe what assessments will be used 
or, if assessments not available, how assess-
ments will be developed. 

(c) USES OF FUNDS.—Grant funds awarded 
under this title— 

(1) shall be used to develop and implement 
programs at the elementary school level 
through postsecondary education, consistent 
with the purpose of this title, including— 

(A) the development of curriculum and in-
structional materials; and 

(B) recruitment of students; and 
(2) may be used for— 
(A) teacher recruitment (including recruit-

ment from other professions and recruitment 
of native-language speakers in the commu-
nity) and professional development directly 
related to the purposes of this title at the el-
ementary school through secondary school 
levels; 

(B) development of appropriate assess-
ments; 

(C) opportunities for maximum language 
exposure for students in the program, such 
as the creation of immersion environments 
(such as language houses, language tables, 
immersion classrooms, and weekend and 
summer experiences) and special tutoring 
and academic support; 

(D) dual language immersion programs; 
(E) scholarships and study-abroad opportu-

nities, related to the program, for postsec-
ondary students and newly recruited teach-
ers who have advanced levels of proficiency 
in a critical foreign language, except that 
not more than 20 percent of the grant funds 
provided to an eligible recipient under this 
section for a fiscal year may be used to carry 
out this subparagraph; 

(F) activities to encourage community in-
volvement to assist in meeting the purposes 
of this title; 

(G) summer institutes for students and 
teachers; 

(H) bridge programs that allow dual enroll-
ment for secondary school students in insti-
tutions of higher education; 

(I) programs that expand the under-
standing and knowledge of historic, geo-
graphic, and contextual factors within coun-
tries with populations who speak critical for-
eign languages, if such programs are carried 
out in conjunction with language instruc-
tion; 

(J) research on, and evaluation of, the 
teaching of critical foreign languages; 

(K) data collection and analysis regarding 
the results of— 

(i) various student recruitment strategies; 
(ii) program design; and 
(iii) curricular approaches; 
(L) the impact of the strategies, program 

design, and curricular approaches described 
in subparagraph (K) on increasing— 

(i) the number of students studying critical 
foreign languages; and 

(ii) the proficiency of the students in the 
critical foreign languages; and 

(M) distance learning projects for critical 
foreign language learning. 

(d) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible recipient that 

receives a grant under this title shall pro-
vide, toward the cost of carrying out the ac-
tivities supported by the grant, from non- 
Federal sources, an amount equal to— 

(A) 20 percent of the amount of the grant 
payment for the first fiscal year for which a 
grant payment is made; 

(B) 30 percent of the amount of the grant 
payment for the second such fiscal year; 
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(C) 40 percent of the amount of the grant 

payment for the third such fiscal year; and 
(D) 50 percent of the amount of the grant 

payment for each of the fourth and fifth such 
fiscal years. 

(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Federal 
share required under paragraph (1) may be 
provided in cash or in-kind. 

(3) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive all 
or part of the matching requirement of para-
graph (1), for any fiscal year, if the Secretary 
determines that— 

(A) the application of the matching re-
quirement will result in serious hardship for 
the partnership; or 

(B) the waiver will best serve the purposes 
of this title. 

(e) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Grant 
funds provided under this title shall be used 
to supplement, not supplant, other Federal 
and non-Federal funds available to carry out 
the activities described in subsection (c). 

(f) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary 
shall enter into a contract to establish a 
technical assistance center to provide tech-
nical assistance to partnerships developing 
critical foreign language programs assisted 
under this section. The center shall— 

(1) assist the partnerships in the develop-
ment of critical foreign language instruc-
tional materials and assessments; and 

(2) disseminate promising foreign language 
instructional practices. 

(g) PROGRAM EVALUATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may re-

serve not more than 5 percent of the total 
amount appropriated for this title for any 
fiscal year to annually evaluate the pro-
grams under this title. 

(2) REPORT.—The Secretary shall prepare 
and annually submit, to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate, the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committees on Appropriations 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
a report on the results of any program eval-
uation conducted under this subsection. 
SEC. 3304. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

For the purpose of carrying out this title, 
there are authorized to be appropriated 
$22,000,000 for fiscal year 2008, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of the 3 suc-
ceeding fiscal years. 

TITLE IV—ALIGNMENT OF EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 3401. ALIGNMENT OF SECONDARY SCHOOL 
GRADUATION REQUIREMENTS WITH 
THE DEMANDS OF 21ST CENTURY 
POSTSECONDARY ENDEAVORS AND 
SUPPORT FOR P–16 EDUCATION 
DATA SYSTEMS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this sec-
tion— 

(1) to promote more accountability with 
respect to preparation for higher education, 
the 21st century workforce, and the Armed 
Forces, by aligning— 

(A) student knowledge, student skills, 
State academic content standards and as-
sessments, and curricula, in elementary and 
secondary education, especially with respect 
to mathematics, science, reading, and, where 
applicable, engineering and technology; with 

(B) the demands of higher education, the 
21st century workforce, and the Armed 
Forces; 

(2) to support the establishment or im-
provement of statewide P–16 education data 
systems that— 

(A) assist States in improving the rigor 
and quality of State academic content stand-
ards and assessments; 

(B) ensure students are prepared to succeed 
in— 

(i) academic credit-bearing coursework in 
higher education without the need for reme-
diation; 

(ii) the 21st century workforce; or 
(iii) the Armed Forces; and 
(3) enable States to have valid and reliable 

information to inform education policy and 
practice. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—The 

term ‘‘institution of higher education’’ has 
the meaning given the term in section 101(a) 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a)). 

(2) P–16 EDUCATION.—The term ‘‘P–16 edu-
cation’’ means the educational system from 
preschool through the conferring of a bacca-
laureate degree. 

(3) STATEWIDE PARTNERSHIP.—The term 
‘‘statewide partnership’’ means a partnership 
that— 

(A) shall include— 
(i) the Governor of the State or the des-

ignee of the Governor; 
(ii) the heads of the State systems for pub-

lic higher education, or, if such a position 
does not exist, not less than 1 representative 
of a public degree-granting institution of 
higher education; 

(iii) a representative of the agencies in the 
State that administer Federal or State-fund-
ed early childhood education programs; 

(iv) not less than 1 representative of a pub-
lic community college; 

(v) not less than 1 representative of a tech-
nical school; 

(vi) not less than 1 representative of a pub-
lic secondary school; 

(vii) the chief State school officer; 
(viii) the chief executive officer of the 

State higher education coordinating board; 
(ix) not less than 1 public elementary 

school teacher employed in the State; 
(x) not less than 1 early childhood educator 

in the State; 
(xi) not less than 1 public secondary school 

teacher employed in the State; 
(xii) not less than 1 representative of the 

business community in the State; and 
(xiii) not less than 1 member of the Armed 

Forces; and 
(B) may include other individuals or rep-

resentatives of other organizations, such as a 
school administrator, a faculty member at 
an institution of higher education, a member 
of a civic or community organization, a rep-
resentative from a private institution of 
higher education, a dean or similar rep-
resentative of a school of education at an in-
stitution of higher education or a similar 
teacher certification or licensure program, 
or the State official responsible for economic 
development. 

(c) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary is 
authorized to award grants, on a competitive 
basis, to States to enable each such State to 
work with a statewide partnership— 

(1) to promote better alignment of content 
knowledge requirements for secondary 
school graduation with the knowledge and 
skills needed to succeed in postsecondary 
education, the 21st century workforce, or the 
Armed Forces; or 

(2) to establish or improve a statewide P– 
16 education data system. 

(d) PERIOD OF GRANTS; NON-RENEW-
ABILITY.— 

(1) GRANT PERIOD.—The Secretary shall 
award a grant under this section for a period 
of not more than 3 years. 

(2) NON-RENEWABILITY.—The Secretary 
shall not award a State more than 1 grant 
under this section. 

(e) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.— 
(1) GRANTS FOR P–16 ALIGNMENT.—Each 

State receiving a grant under subsection 
(c)(1)— 

(A) shall use the grant funds for— 
(i) identifying and describing the content 

knowledge and skills students who enter in-
stitutions of higher education, the work-

force, and the Armed Forces need to have in 
order to succeed without any remediation 
based on detailed requirements obtained 
from institutions of higher education, em-
ployers, and the Armed Forces; 

(ii) identifying and making changes that 
need to be made to a State’s secondary 
school graduation requirements, academic 
content standards, academic achievement 
standards, and assessments preceding grad-
uation from secondary school in order to 
align the requirements, standards, and as-
sessments with the knowledge and skills nec-
essary for success in academic credit-bearing 
coursework in postsecondary education, in 
the 21st century workforce, and in the 
Armed Forces without the need for remedi-
ation; 

(iii) convening stakeholders within the 
State and creating a forum for identifying 
and deliberating on education issues that— 

(I) involve preschool through grade 12 edu-
cation, postsecondary education, the 21st 
century workforce, and the Armed Forces; 
and 

(II) transcend any single system of edu-
cation’s ability to address; and 

(iv) implementing activities designed to 
ensure the enrollment of all elementary 
school and secondary school students in rig-
orous coursework, which may include— 

(I) specifying the courses and performance 
levels necessary for acceptance into institu-
tions of higher education; and 

(II) developing or providing guidance to 
local educational agencies within the State 
on the adoption of curricula and assessments 
aligned with State academic content stand-
ards, which assessments may be used as 
measures of student academic achievement 
in secondary school as well as for entrance 
or placement at institutions of higher edu-
cation, including through collaboration with 
institutions of higher education in, or State 
educational agencies serving, other States; 
and 

(B) may use the grant funds for— 
(i) developing and making available spe-

cific opportunities for extensive professional 
development for teachers, paraprofessionals, 
principals, and school administrators, in-
cluding collection and dissemination of ef-
fective teaching practices to improve in-
struction and instructional support mecha-
nisms; 

(ii) identifying changes in State academic 
content standards, academic achievement 
standards, and assessments for students in 
grades preceding secondary school in order 
to ensure such standards and assessments 
are appropriately aligned and adequately re-
flect the content needed to prepare students 
to enter secondary school; 

(iii) developing a plan to provide remedi-
ation and additional learning opportunities 
for students who are performing below grade 
level to ensure that all students will have 
the opportunity to meet secondary school 
graduation requirements; 

(iv) identifying and addressing teacher cer-
tification needs; or 

(v) incorporating 21st century learning 
skills into the State plan, which skills shall 
include critical thinking, problem solving, 
communication, collaboration, global aware-
ness, and business and financial literacy. 

(2) GRANTS FOR STATEWIDE P–16 EDUCATION 
DATA SYSTEMS.— 

(A) ESTABLISHMENT OF SYSTEM.—Each 
State that receives a grant under subsection 
(c)(2) shall establish a statewide P–16 edu-
cation longitudinal data system that— 

(i) provides each student, upon enrollment 
in a public elementary school or secondary 
school in the State, with a unique identifier, 
such as a bar code, that— 

(I) does not permit a student to be individ-
ually identified by users of the system; and 
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(II) is retained throughout the student’s 

enrollment in P–16 education in the State; 
and 

(ii) meets the requirements of subpara-
graphs (B) through (E). 

(B) IMPROVEMENT OF EXISTING SYSTEM.— 
Each State that receives a grant under sub-
section (c)(2) for the improvement of a state-
wide P–16 education data system may em-
ploy, coordinate, or revise an existing state-
wide data system to establish a statewide 
longitudinal P–16 education data system 
that meets the requirements of subparagraph 
(A), if the statewide longitudinal P–16 edu-
cation data system produces valid and reli-
able data. 

(C) PRIVACY AND ACCESS TO DATA.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each State that receives a 

grant under subsection (c)(2) shall imple-
ment measures to— 

(I) limit the State’s use of information in 
the statewide P–16 education data system to 
the purposes and functions for use of such in-
formation set forth in Federal or State law 
regarding education and allow access to the 
information in the statewide data system 
only to those State employees, and only on 
such terms, as may be necessary to fulfill 
those purposes and functions; 

(II) prohibit the disclosure of information 
in the statewide P–16 education data system 
to any other person, agency, institution, or 
entity, except to the extent necessary to as-
sist the State in fulfilling the purposes and 
functions for use of such information set 
forth in Federal or State law regarding edu-
cation, and only if such party has signed a 
data use agreement that— 

(aa) prohibits the party from further dis-
closing the information; 

(bb) prohibits the party from using the in-
formation for any purpose other than the 
purpose specified in the agreement, which 
purpose must relate to assisting the State in 
carrying out the purposes and functions for 
use of such information set forth in Federal 
or State law regarding education; and 

(cc) requires the party to destroy the infor-
mation when the purpose for which the dis-
closure was made is accomplished; 

(III) keep an accurate accounting of the 
date, nature, and purpose of each disclosure 
of information in the statewide P–16 edu-
cation data system, and the name and ad-
dress of the person, agency, institution, or 
entity to whom the disclosure is made, 
which accounting shall be made available on 
request to parents of any student whose in-
formation has been disclosed; 

(IV) maintain adequate security measures 
to ensure the confidentiality and integrity of 
the data system; 

(V) ensure that the statewide P–16 edu-
cation data system meets any further re-
quirements of the Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (20 U.S.C. 
1232g); 

(VI) where rights are provided to parents 
under this clause, provide those rights to the 
student instead of the parent if the student 
has reached the age of 18 or is enrolled in a 
postsecondary educational institution; and 

(VII) ensure adequate enforcement of the 
requirements of this clause. 

(ii) USE OF UNIQUE IDENTIFIERS.— 
(I) GOVERNMENTAL USE OF UNIQUE IDENTI-

FIERS.—It shall be unlawful for any Federal, 
State, or local governmental agency to use 
the unique identifiers employed in the state-
wide P–16 education data systems for any 
purpose other than as authorized by Federal 
or State law regarding education, or to deny 
any individual any right, benefit, or privi-
lege provided by law because of such individ-
ual’s refusal to disclose the individual’s 
unique identifier. 

(II) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 

Secretary of Education shall promulgate 
regulations governing the use by govern-
mental and non-governmental entities of the 
unique identifiers employed in statewide P– 
16 education data systems, including, where 
necessary, regulations requiring States de-
siring grants for statewide P–16 education 
data systems under this section to imple-
ment specified measures, with the goal of 
safeguarding individual privacy to the max-
imum extent practicable consistent with the 
uses of the information authorized in this 
Act or other Federal or State law regarding 
education. 

(D) REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF A STATEWIDE P– 
16 EDUCATION DATA SYSTEM.—The State shall 
ensure that the statewide P–16 education 
data system includes the following elements: 

(i) PRESCHOOL THROUGH GRADE 12 EDUCATION 
AND POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION.—With re-
spect to preschool through grade 12 edu-
cation and postsecondary education— 

(I) a unique statewide student identifier 
that does not permit a student to be individ-
ually identified by users of the system; 

(II) student-level enrollment, demographic, 
and program participation information; 

(III) student-level information about the 
points at which students exit, transfer in, 
transfer out, drop out, or complete P–16 edu-
cation programs; 

(IV) the capacity to communicate with 
higher education data systems; and 

(V) a State data audit system assessing 
data quality, validity, and reliability. 

(ii) PRESCHOOL THROUGH GRADE 12 EDU-
CATION.—With respect to preschool through 
grade 12 education— 

(I) yearly test records of individual stu-
dents with respect to assessments under sec-
tion 1111(b) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311(b)); 

(II) information on students not tested by 
grade and subject; 

(III) a teacher identifier system with the 
ability to match teachers to students; 

(IV) student-level transcript information, 
including information on courses completed 
and grades earned; and 

(V) student-level college readiness test 
scores. 

(iii) POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION.—With re-
spect to postsecondary education, data that 
provide— 

(I) information regarding the extent to 
which students transition successfully from 
secondary school to postsecondary edu-
cation, including whether students enroll in 
remedial coursework; and 

(II) other information determined nec-
essary to address alignment and adequate 
preparation for success in postsecondary 
education. 

(E) FUNCTIONS OF THE STATEWIDE P–16 EDU-
CATION DATA SYSTEM.—In implementing the 
statewide P–16 education data system, the 
State shall— 

(i) identify factors that correlate to stu-
dents’ ability to successfully engage in and 
complete postsecondary-level general edu-
cation coursework without the need for prior 
developmental coursework; 

(ii) identify factors to increase the per-
centage of low-income and minority students 
who are academically prepared to enter and 
successfully complete postsecondary-level 
general education coursework; and 

(iii) use the data in the system to other-
wise inform education policy and practice in 
order to better align State academic content 
standards, and curricula, with the demands 
of postsecondary education, the 21st century 
workforce, and the Armed Forces. 

(f) APPLICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State desiring a 

grant under this section shall submit an ap-
plication to the Secretary at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such informa-

tion as the Secretary may reasonably re-
quire. 

(2) APPLICATION CONTENTS.—Each applica-
tion submitted under this section shall speci-
fy whether the State application is for the 
conduct P–16 education alignment activities, 
or the establishment or improvement of a 
statewide P–16 education data system. The 
application shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

(A) A description of the activities and pro-
grams to be carried out with the grant funds 
and a comprehensive plan for carrying out 
the activities. 

(B) A description of how the concerns and 
interests of the larger education community, 
including parents, students, teachers, teach-
er educators, principals, and preschool ad-
ministrators will be represented in carrying 
out the authorized activities described in 
subsection (e). 

(C) In the case of a State applying for fund-
ing for P–16 education alignment, a descrip-
tion of how the State will provide assistance 
to local educational agencies in imple-
menting rigorous State academic content 
standards, substantive curricula, remedi-
ation, and acceleration opportunities for stu-
dents, as well as other changes determined 
necessary by the State. 

(D) In the case of a State applying for 
funding to establish or improve a statewide 
P–16 education data system— 

(i) a description of the privacy protection 
and enforcement measures that the State 
has implemented or will implement pursuant 
to subparagraph (C), and assurances that 
these measures will be in place prior to the 
establishment or improvement of the state-
wide P–16 education data system; and 

(ii) an assurance that the State will con-
tinue to fund the statewide P–16 education 
data system after the end of the grant pe-
riod. 

(g) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Grant 
funds provided under this section shall be 
used to supplement, not supplant, other Fed-
eral, State, and local funds available to 
carry out the authorized activities described 
in subsection (e). 

(h) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Each State 
that receives a grant under this section shall 
provide, from non-Federal sources, an 
amount equal to 100 percent of the amount of 
the grant, in cash or in kind, to carry out 
the activities supported by the grant. 

(i) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to require States 
to provide raw data to the Secretary. 

(j) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $100,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2008 and such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal year 2009. 

TITLE V—MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
PARTNERSHIP BONUS GRANTS. 

SEC. 3501. MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE PART-
NERSHIP BONUS GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From amounts appro-
priated under subsection (d), the Secretary 
of Education shall award a grant— 

(1) for each of the school years 2007–2008 
through 2010–2011, to each of the 3 elemen-
tary schools and each of the 3 secondary 
schools each of which has a high concentra-
tion of low income students as defined in sec-
tion 1707(2) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6537(3)), in 
each State whose students demonstrate the 
most improvement in mathematics, as meas-
ured by the improvement in the students’ av-
erage score on the State’s assessments in 
mathematics for the school year for which 
the grant is awarded, as compared to the 
school year preceding the school year for 
which the grant is awarded; and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:25 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00125 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S26AP7.REC S26AP7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5248 April 26, 2007 
(2) for each of the school years 2008–2009 

through 2010–2011, to each of the 3 elemen-
tary schools and each of the 3 secondary 
schools each of which has a high concentra-
tion of low income students as defined in sec-
tion 1707(2) of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6537(3)), in 
each State whose students demonstrate the 
most improvement in science, as measured 
by the improvement in the students’ average 
score on the State’s assessments in science 
for the school year for which the grant is 
awarded, as compared to the school year pre-
ceding the school year for which the grant is 
awarded. 

(b) GRANT AMOUNT.—The amount of each 
grant awarded under this section shall be 
$50,000. 
SEC. 3502. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section such sums for fiscal 
years 2008 through 2011. 

DIVISION D—NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION 

SEC. 4001. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to the National Science 
Foundation— 

(1) $6,729,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(2) $7,738,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
(3) $8,899,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
(4) $10,234,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
(b) PLAN FOR INCREASED RESEARCH.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion, in consultation with the National 
Science Board, shall submit a comprehen-
sive, multiyear plan that describes how the 
funds authorized in subsection (a) would be 
used, if appropriated, to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate, the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate, 
and the Committee on Science of the House 
of Representatives. 

(2) PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—The Director 
shall— 

(A) develop the plan with a focus on 
strengthening the Nation’s lead in physical 
science and technology, increasing overall 
workforce skills in physical science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics at all 
levels, and strengthening innovation by ex-
panding the focus of competitiveness and in-
novation policy at the regional and local 
level; and 

(B) emphasize spending increased research 
funds appropriated pursuant to subsection 
(a) in areas of investment for Federal re-
search and technology programs identified 
under section 1101(c) of this Act. 
SEC. 4002. STRENGTHENING OF EDUCATION AND 

HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTORATE 
THROUGH EQUITABLE DISTRIBU-
TION OF NEW FUNDS. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to ensure the continued involvement of ex-
perts at the National Science Foundation in 
improving science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics education at the elemen-
tary, secondary, and postsecondary school 
levels by providing annual funding increases 
for the education and human resources pro-
grams of the National Science Foundation 
that are proportional to the funding in-
creases provided to the Foundation overall. 

(b) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW 
FUNDS.—Within the amounts authorized to 
be appropriated by section 4001, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated for the education 
and human resources programs of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, for fiscal year 
2008, $1,050,000,000, and, for each of the fiscal 
years 2009 through 2011, an amount equal to 
$1,050,000,000 increased for each such fiscal 
year by an amount equal to the percentage 

increase in the appropriation for the Na-
tional Science Foundation for such fiscal 
year above the amount appropriated to the 
National Science Foundation for fiscal year 
2008. 
SEC. 4003. GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS AND GRAD-

UATE TRAINEESHIPS. 
(a) GRADUATE RESEARCH FELLOWSHIP PRO-

GRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—During the 4-year period 

beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Director of the National 
Science Foundation shall expand the Grad-
uate Research Fellowship Program of the 
National Science Foundation so that an ad-
ditional 1,250 fellowships are awarded to citi-
zens or nationals of the United States or eli-
gible lawful permanent residents under the 
Program during that period. 

(2) EXTENSION OF FELLOWSHIP PERIOD.—The 
Director is authorized to award fellowships 
under the Graduate Research Fellowship 
Program for a period of up to 5 years. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Within the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by section 4001, there are authorized 
to be appropriated, to provide additional fel-
lowships under the Graduate Research Fel-
lowship Program during each of the fiscal 
years 2008 through 2011, the following: 

(A) $24,000,000 for fiscal year 2008. 
(B) $36,000,000 for fiscal year 2009. 
(C) $48,000,000 for fiscal year 2010. 
(D) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
(b) INTEGRATIVE GRADUATE EDUCATION AND 

RESEARCH TRAINEESHIP PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—During the 4-year period 

beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Director shall expand the Inte-
grative Graduate Education and Research 
Traineeship program of the National Science 
Foundation so that an additional 1,250 indi-
viduals who are citizens or nationals of the 
United States or eligible lawful permanent 
residents are awarded grants under the pro-
gram during that period. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Within the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by section 4001, there are authorized 
to be appropriated, to provide grants to addi-
tional individuals under the Integrative 
Graduate Education and Research 
Traineeship program during each of the fis-
cal years 2008 through 2011, the following: 

(A) $22,000,000 for fiscal year 2008. 
(B) $33,000,000 for fiscal year 2009. 
(C) $44,000,000 for fiscal year 2010. 
(D) $55,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
(c) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE LAWFUL PERMA-

NENT RESIDENT.—In this section, the term 
‘‘eligible lawful permanent resident’’ means 
a lawful permanent resident of the United 
States who declares an intent— 

(1) to apply for United States citizenship; 
or 

(2) to reside in the United States for not 
less than 5 years after the completion of a 
graduate fellowship or traineeship awarded 
under this section. 
SEC. 4004. PROFESSIONAL SCIENCE MASTER’S 

DEGREE PROGRAMS. 
(a) CLEARINGHOUSE.— 
(1) DEVELOPMENT.—The Director of the Na-

tional Science Foundation shall establish a 
clearinghouse, in collaboration with 4-year 
institutions of higher education (including 
applicable graduate schools and academic de-
partments), and industries and Federal agen-
cies that employ science-trained personnel, 
to share program elements used in successful 
professional science master’s degree pro-
grams and other advanced degree programs 
related to science, mathematics, technology, 
and engineering. 

(2) AVAILABILITY.—The Director shall make 
the clearinghouse of program elements de-
veloped under paragraph (1) available to in-

stitutions of higher education that are devel-
oping professional science master’s degree 
programs. 

(b) PROGRAMS.— 
(1) PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED.—The Director 

shall award grants to 4-year institutions of 
higher education to facilitate the institu-
tions’ creation or improvement of profes-
sional science master’s degree programs. 

(2) APPLICATION.—A 4-year institution of 
higher education desiring a grant under this 
section shall submit an application at such 
time, in such manner, and accompanied by 
such information as the Director may re-
quire. The application shall include— 

(A) a description of the professional 
science master’s degree program that the in-
stitution of higher education will imple-
ment; 

(B) the amount of funding from non-Fed-
eral sources, including from private indus-
tries, that the institution of higher edu-
cation shall use to support the professional 
science master’s degree program; and 

(C) an assurance that the institution of 
higher education shall encourage students in 
the professional science master’s degree pro-
gram to apply for all forms of Federal assist-
ance available to such students, including 
applicable graduate fellowships and student 
financial assistance under titles IV and VII 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1070 et seq., 1133 et seq.). 

(3) PREFERENCES.—The Director shall give 
preference in making awards to 4-year insti-
tutions of higher education seeking Federal 
funding to create or improve professional 
science master’s degree programs, to those 
applicants— 

(A) located in States with low percentages 
of citizens with graduate or professional de-
grees, as determined by the Bureau of the 
Census, that demonstrate success in meeting 
the unique needs of the corporate, non-prof-
it, and government communities in the 
State, as evidenced by providing internships 
for professional science master’s degree stu-
dents or similar partnership arrangements; 
or 

(B) that secure more than 2⁄3 of the funding 
for such professional science master’s degree 
programs from sources other than the Fed-
eral Government. 

(4) NUMBER OF GRANTS; TIME PERIOD OF 
GRANTS.— 

(A) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Subject to the 
availability of appropriated funds, the Direc-
tor shall award grants under paragraph (1) to 
a maximum of 200 4-year institutions of 
higher education. 

(B) TIME PERIOD OF GRANTS.—Grants award-
ed under this section shall be for one 3-year 
term. Grants may be renewed only once for 
a maximum of 2 additional years. 

(5) EVALUATION AND REPORTS.— 
(A) DEVELOPMENT OF PERFORMANCE BENCH-

MARKS.—Prior to the start of the grant pro-
gram, the Director of the National Science 
Foundation, in collaboration with 4-year in-
stitutions of higher education (including ap-
plicable graduate schools and academic de-
partments), and industries and Federal agen-
cies that employ science-trained personnel, 
shall develop performance benchmarks to 
evaluate the pilot programs assisted by 
grants under this section. 

(B) EVALUATION.—For each year of the 
grant period, the Director, in consultation 
with 4-year institutions of higher education 
(including applicable graduate schools and 
academic departments), and industries and 
Federal agencies that employ science- 
trained personnel, shall complete an evalua-
tion of each program assisted by grants 
under this section. Any program that fails to 
satisfy the performance benchmarks devel-
oped under subparagraph (A) shall not be eli-
gible for further funding. 
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(C) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 

the completion of an evaluation described in 
subparagraph (B), the Director shall submit 
a report to Congress that includes— 

(i) the results of the evaluation described 
in subparagraph (B); and 

(ii) recommendations for administrative 
and legislative action that could optimize 
the effectiveness of the pilot programs, as 
the Director determines to be appropriate. 

(c) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘institution 
of higher education’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 101(a) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001(a)). 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Within the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by section 4001, there are authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out this section— 

(1) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(2) $18,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; and 
(3) $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 

2010 and 2011. 
SEC. 4005. INCREASED SUPPORT FOR SCIENCE 

EDUCATION THROUGH THE NA-
TIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Within the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated by section 4001, 
there are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the science, mathematics, engi-
neering, and technology talent expansion 
program under section 8(7) of the National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 
2002 (Public Law 107–368, 116 Stat. 3042)— 

(1) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(2) $45,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
(3) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
(4) $55,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
(b) PROMOTING OUTREACH AND HIGH QUAL-

ITY.—Section 8(7)(C) of the National Science 
Foundation Authorization Act of 2002 (Public 
Law 107–368, 116 Stat. 3042) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating clauses (i) through (vi) 
as subclauses (I) through (VI), respectively, 
and indenting appropriately; 

(2) by striking ‘‘include those that promote 
high quality—’’ and inserting ‘‘include pro-
grams that— 

‘‘(i) promote high-quality—’’; 
(3) in clause (i) (as inserted by paragraph 

(2))— 
(A) in subclause (III) (as redesignated by 

paragraph (1)), by striking ‘‘for students;’’ 
and inserting ‘‘for students, especially 
underrepresented minority and female math-
ematics, science, engineering, and tech-
nology students;’’; 

(B) in subclause (V) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)), by striking ‘‘and’’ after the 
semicolon; 

(C) in subclause (VI) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)), by striking ‘‘students.’’ and 
inserting ‘‘students; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(VII) outreach programs that provide 

middle and secondary school students and 
their science, technology, and math teachers 
opportunities to increase the students’ and 
teachers’ exposure to engineering and tech-
nology;’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) finance summer internships for math-

ematics, science, engineering, and tech-
nology undergraduate students; 

‘‘(iii) facilitate the hiring of additional 
mathematics, science, engineering, and tech-
nology faculty; and 

‘‘(iv) serve as bridges to enable underrep-
resented minority and female secondary 
school students to obtain extra mathe-
matics, science, engineering, and technology 
training prior to entering an institution of 
higher education.’’. 
SEC. 4006. MEETING CRITICAL NATIONAL 

SCIENCE NEEDS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 

criteria, the Director of the National Science 
Foundation shall include consideration of 

the degree to which awards and research ac-
tivities that otherwise qualify for support by 
the National Science Foundation may assist 
in meeting critical national needs in innova-
tion, competitiveness, the physical and nat-
ural sciences, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics. 

(b) PRIORITY TREATMENT.—The Director 
shall give priority in the selection of awards 
and the allocation of National Science Foun-
dation resources to proposed research activi-
ties, and grants funded under the National 
Science Foundation’s Research and Related 
Activities Account, that can be expected to 
make contributions in physical or natural 
science, technology, engineering, or mathe-
matics, or that enhance competitiveness or 
innovation in the United States. 

(c) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to inhibit the grant selec-
tion process for funding other areas of re-
search deemed by the National Science 
Foundation to be consistent with its man-
date nor to change the core mission of the 
National Science Foundation. 
SEC. 4007. REAFFIRMATION OF THE MERIT-RE-

VIEW PROCESS OF THE NATIONAL 
SCIENCE FOUNDATION. 

Nothing in this division or division A, or 
the amendments made by this division or di-
vision A, shall be interpreted to require or 
recommend that the National Science Foun-
dation— 

(1) alter or modify its merit-review system 
or peer-review process; or 

(2) exclude the awarding of any proposal by 
means of the merit-review or peer-review 
process. 
SEC. 4008. EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAM TO STIMU-

LATE COMPETITIVE RESEARCH. 
Within the amounts authorized to be ap-

propriated by section 4001, there are author-
ized to be appropriated to the National 
Science Foundation for the Experimental 
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research 
authorized under section 113 of the National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 
1988 (42 U.S.C. 1862g), for fiscal year 2008, 
$125,000,000, and, for each of fiscal years 2009 
through 2011, an amount equal to $125,000,000 
increased for each such year by an amount 
equal to the percentage increase in the ap-
propriation for the National Science Founda-
tion for such fiscal year above the total 
amount appropriated to the National Science 
Foundation for fiscal year 2008. 
SEC. 4009. ENCOURAGING PARTICIPATION. 

(a) MENTORING PROGRAM.—The Director of 
the National Science Foundation shall estab-
lish a program to recruit and provide men-
tors for women who are interested in careers 
in science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics by pairing such women who are 
in science, technology, engineering, or math-
ematics programs of study in secondary 
school, community college, undergraduate or 
graduate school with mentors who are work-
ing in industry. 

(b) ADDITIONAL LEARNING PROGRAM.—The 
Director shall also establish a program to 
provide grants to community colleges to pro-
vide additional learning and other appro-
priate training to allow women to enter 
higher-paying technical jobs in fields related 
to science, technology, engineering, or math-
ematics. 

(c) APPLICATIONS.—An institution of higher 
education, including a community college, 
desiring a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an application at such time, in such 
manner, and accompanied by such informa-
tion as the Director may require. 

(d) PROGRAM EVALUATION.—The Director 
shall establish metrics to evaluate the suc-
cess of the programs established under sub-
sections (a) and (b) annually and report the 
findings and conclusions of the evaluations 
annually to Congress. 

SEC. 4010. CYBERINFRASTRUCTURE. 
In order to continue and expand efforts to 

ensure that research institutions throughout 
the Nation can fully participate in research 
programs of the National Science Founda-
tion and collaborate with colleagues 
throughout the nation, the Director of the 
National Science Foundation, within 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
shall develop and publish a plan that de-
scribes the current status of broadband ac-
cess for scientific research purposes in 
States located in EPSCoR-eligible jurisdic-
tions and outlines actions which can be 
taken to ensure that such connections are 
available to enable participation in those 
National Science Foundation programs 
which rely heavily on high-speed networking 
and collaborations across institutions and 
regions. 
SEC. 4011. FEDERAL INFORMATION AND COMMU-

NICATIONS TECHNOLOGY RE-
SEARCH. 

(a) ADVANCED INFORMATION AND COMMU-
NICATIONS TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH.— 

(1) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION INFORMA-
TION AND COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY RE-
SEARCH.—The Director of the National 
Science Foundation shall establish a pro-
gram of basic research in advanced informa-
tion and communications technologies fo-
cused on enhancing or facilitating the avail-
ability and affordability of advanced commu-
nications services to all people of the United 
States. In developing and carrying out the 
program, the Director shall consult with the 
Board established under paragraph (2). 

(2) FEDERAL ADVANCED INFORMATION AND 
COMMUNICATIONS TECHNOLOGY RESEARCH 
BOARD.—There is established within the Na-
tional Science Foundation a Federal Ad-
vanced Information and Communications 
Technology Research Board (referred to in 
this subsection as ‘‘the Board’’) which shall 
advise the Director of the National Science 
Foundation in carrying out the program au-
thorized under paragraph (1). The Board 
shall be composed of individuals with exper-
tise in information and communications 
technologies, including representatives from 
the National Telecommunications and Infor-
mation Administration, the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology, and the 
Department of Defense, and representatives 
from industry and educational institutions. 

(3) GRANT PROGRAM.—The Director of the 
National Science Foundation, in consulta-
tion with the Board, shall award grants for 
basic research into advanced information 
and communications technologies that will 
contribute to enhancing or facilitating the 
availability and affordability of advanced 
communications services to all people of the 
United States. Areas of research to be sup-
ported through the grants include— 

(A) affordable broadband access, including 
wireless technologies; 

(B) network security and reliability; 
(C) communications interoperability; 
(D) networking protocols and architec-

tures, including resilience to outages or at-
tacks; 

(E) trusted software; 
(F) privacy; 
(G) nanoelectronics for communications 

applications; 
(H) low-power communications electronics; 
(I) implementation of equitable access to 

national advanced fiber optic research and 
educational networks in noncontiguous 
States; and 

(J) such other related areas as the Direc-
tor, in consultation with the Board, finds ap-
propriate. 

(4) CENTERS.—The Director shall award 
multiyear grants, subject to the availability 
of appropriations, to institutions of higher 
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education (as defined in section 101(a) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a)), nonprofit research institutions af-
filiated with institutions of higher edu-
cation, or consortia thereof to establish mul-
tidisciplinary Centers for Communications 
Research. The purpose of the Centers shall 
be to generate innovative approaches to 
problems in communications and informa-
tion technology research, including the re-
search areas described in paragraph (3). In-
stitutions of higher education, nonprofit re-
search institutions affiliated with institu-
tions of higher education, or consortia re-
ceiving such grants may partner with 1 or 
more government laboratories or for-profit 
entities, or other institutions of higher edu-
cation or nonprofit research institutions. 

(5) APPLICATIONS.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, in consultation 
with the Board, shall establish criteria for 
the award of grants under paragraphs (3) and 
(4). Such grants shall be awarded under the 
programs on a merit-reviewed competitive 
basis. The Director shall give priority to 
grants that offer the potential for revolu-
tionary rather than evolutionary break-
throughs. 

(6) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Within the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by section 4001, there are authorized 
to be appropriated to the National Science 
Foundation to carry out this subsection— 

(A) $45,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(B) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
(C) $55,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
(D) $60,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
(b) NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND 

TECHNOLOGY RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Direc-
tor of the National Institute of Standards 
and Technology shall continue to support re-
search and support standards development in 
advanced information and communications 
technologies focused on enhancing or facili-
tating the availability and affordability of 
advanced communications services to all 
people of the United States, in order to im-
plement the Institute’s responsibilities 
under section 2(c)(12) of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology Act (15 
U.S.C. 272(c)(12)). The Director shall support 
intramural research and cooperative re-
search with institutions of higher education 
(as defined in section 101(a) of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001(a)) and 
industry. 
SEC. 4012. ROBERT NOYCE TEACHER PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 10 of the National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 
2002 (42 U.S.C. 1862n–1) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘SCHOLARSHIP’’ and inserting ‘‘TEACH-
ER’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(or consortia of such insti-

tutions)’’ and inserting ‘‘, consortia of such 
institutions, or partnerships’’; 

(ii) by striking ‘‘to provide scholarships, 
stipends, and programming designed’’; 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘and to provide scholar-
ships, stipends, or fellowships to individuals 
participating in the program’’ after ‘‘science 
teachers’’; and 

(iv) by striking ‘‘Scholarship’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Teacher’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by striking ‘‘or consortia’’ and inserting 
‘‘consortia, or partnerships’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘encourage top college 

juniors and seniors majoring in’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘recruit and prepare undergraduate stu-
dents to pursue degrees in’’; and 

(bb) by striking ‘‘to become’’ and inserting 
‘‘and become qualified as’’; 

(II) in clause (ii)— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘programs to help scholar-

ship recipients’’ and inserting ‘‘academic 
courses and clinical teaching experiences de-
signed to prepare students participating in 
the program’’; 

(bb) by striking ‘‘programs that will result 
in’’ and inserting ‘‘such preparation as is 
necessary to meet requirements for’’; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘licensing; and’’ and in-
serting ‘‘licensing;’’; 

(III) in clause (iii)— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘scholarship recipients’’ 

and inserting ‘‘students participating in the 
program’’; 

(bb) by striking ‘‘enable the recipients’’ 
and inserting ‘‘enable the students’’; and 

(cc) by striking ‘‘; or’’ and inserting ‘‘; 
and’’; and 

(IV) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iv) providing summer internships for 

freshman and sophomore students partici-
pating in the program;’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 
(aa) by striking ‘‘encourage’’ and inserting 

‘‘recruit and prepare’’; and 
(bb) by inserting ‘‘qualified as’’ after ‘‘to 

become’’; 
(II) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the 

following: 
‘‘(ii) offering academic courses and clinical 

teaching experiences designed to prepare sti-
pend recipients to teach in elementary 
schools and secondary schools, including 
such preparation as is necessary to meet re-
quirements for teacher certification or li-
censing; and’’; and 

(III) in clause (iii), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) to develop and implement a program 

to recruit and prepare mathematics, science, 
or engineering professionals to become NSF 
Teaching Fellows, and to recruit existing 
teachers to become NSF Master Teaching 
Fellows, through— 

‘‘(i) administering fellowships in accord-
ance with subsection (e); 

‘‘(ii) offering academic courses and clinical 
teaching experiences that are designed to 
prepare students participating in the pro-
gram to teach in secondary schools and that, 
in the case of NSF Teaching Fellows, result 
in a master’s degree in teaching and teacher 
certification or licensing; and 

‘‘(iii) offering programs to participants to 
assist in the fulfillment of the participants’ 
responsibilities under this section, including 
mentoring, training, mentoring training, and 
induction and professional development pro-
grams.’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENT.—To be eligi-

ble for an award under this section, an insti-
tution of higher education, a consortium of 
such institutions, or a partnership shall en-
sure that specific faculty members and staff 
from the mathematics, science, or engineer-
ing department of the institution (or a par-
ticipating institution of the consortium or 
partnership) and specific education faculty 
members of the institution (or such partici-
pating institution) are designated to carry 
out the development and implementation of 
the program. An institution of higher edu-
cation and consortium may also include 
teachers to participate in developing the 
pedagogical content of the program and to 
supervise students participating in the pro-
gram in the students’ field teaching experi-
ences. No institution of higher education, 
consortium, or partnership shall be eligible 
for an award unless faculty from the mathe-
matics, science, or engineering department 
of the institution (or such participating in-
stitution) are active participants in the pro-
gram. 

‘‘(5) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—An institu-
tion of higher education, consortium of insti-
tutions of higher education, or partnership 
receiving a grant under this section shall 
provide, from non-Federal sources, an 
amount equal to 50 percent of the amount of 
the grant (which may be provided in cash or 
in-kind) to carry out the activities supported 
by the grant. 

‘‘(6) SUPPLEMENT, NOT SUPPLANT.—Grant 
funds provided under this section shall be 
used to supplement, and not supplant, other 
Federal or State funds available for the type 
of activities supported by the grant.’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by striking ‘‘or consortium’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘consortium, or partnership’’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(A) a description of the program that the 
applicant intends to operate, including— 

‘‘(i) the number of scholarships and sum-
mer internships or the size and number of 
stipends or fellowships the applicant intends 
to award; 

‘‘(ii) the type of activities proposed for the 
recruitment of students to the program; and 

‘‘(iii) the selection process that will be 
used in awarding the scholarships, stipends, 
or fellowships;’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘scholarship or stipend’’; 

and 
(II) by striking ‘‘; and’’ and inserting ‘‘, 

which may include a description of any ex-
isting programs at the applicant’s institu-
tion that are targeted to the education of 
mathematics and science teachers and the 
number of teachers graduated annually from 
such programs;’’; and 

(iv) by striking subparagraph (C) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(C) a description of the academic courses 
and clinical teaching experiences required 
under subparagraph (A)(ii), (B)(ii), or (C)(ii) 
of subsection (a)(3), as applicable, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(i)(I) a description of the undergraduate 
program under subsection (a)(3)(A)(ii) that 
will enable a student to graduate in 4 years 
with a major in mathematics, science, or en-
gineering and to obtain teacher certification 
or licensing; or 

‘‘(II) a description of the master’s degree 
programs offered under subsection 
(a)(3)(C)(ii); 

‘‘(ii) a description of clinical teaching ex-
periences proposed; and 

‘‘(iii) evidence of agreements between the 
applicant and the schools or school districts 
that are identified as the locations at which 
clinical teaching experiences will occur; 

‘‘(D) a description of the programs required 
under subparagraph (A)(iii), (B)(iii), or 
(C)(iii) of subsection (a)(3), as applicable, in-
cluding activities to assist new teachers in 
fulfilling their service requirements under 
this section; and 

‘‘(E) an identification of the applicant’s 
mathematics, science, or engineering faculty 
and its education faculty who will carry out 
the development and implementation of the 
program as required under subsection 
(a)(4).’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) 

through (E) as subparagraphs (C) through 
(F), respectively; 

(ii) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 
following: 

‘‘(B) the extent to which the applicant’s 
mathematics, science, or engineering faculty 
and its education faculty have worked or 
will work collaboratively to design new or 
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revised curricula that recognize the special-
ized pedagogy required to teach mathe-
matics and science effectively in elementary 
schools and secondary schools;’’; and 

(iii) in subparagraph (D) (as redesignated 
by clause (i)), by striking ‘‘or stipend’’ and 
inserting ‘‘, stipend, or fellowship’’; 

(4) in subsection (c)— 
(A) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘$7,500’’ and inserting 

‘‘$10,000’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘of scholarship support’’ 

and inserting ‘‘of scholarship support, unless 
the Director establishes a policy by which 
part-time students may receive additional 
years of support’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘with a 
maximum service requirement of 4 years’’ 
after ‘‘scholarship was received’’; 

(5) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Stipends under this sec-

tion shall be available only to— 
‘‘(A) teachers enrolled in a master’s degree 

program in science, technology, engineering, 
or mathematics; and 

‘‘(B) mathematics, science, or engineering 
professionals who, while receiving the sti-
pend, are enrolled in a program to receive 
certification or licensing to teach.’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘, except 
that if an individual is enrolled in a part- 
time program, such stipend shall be prorated 
according to the length of the program’’ 
after ‘‘stipend support’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘for each 
year a stipend was received’’; 

(6) by redesignating subsections (e) 
through (h) and subsection (i) as subsections 
(f) through (i) and subsection (l), respec-
tively; 

(7) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(e) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION TEACH-
ING FELLOWSHIPS.— 

‘‘(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the fellow-
ships under this subsection is to promote and 
recognize high-level achievement in ad-
vanced mathematics and science teaching. 

‘‘(2) PARTNERSHIP REQUIREMENTS.—In order 
to receive a grant under this section to carry 
out this subsection, the recipient of such 
grant shall be a partnership and the only 
local educational agencies that shall be 
members of the partnership shall be local 
educational agencies that agree not to re-
duce the base salary normally paid to an in-
dividual solely because such individual re-
ceives a salary supplement under this sub-
section. 

‘‘(3) GENERAL CRITERIA.—A partnership re-
ceiving a grant to carry out a fellowship pro-
gram under this subsection shall award such 
fellowships only to— 

‘‘(A) mathematics, science, or engineering 
professionals who enroll in 1-year master’s 
degree programs in teaching that result in 
teacher certification or licensing and who 
shall be referred to as ‘NSF Teaching Fel-
lows’; and 

‘‘(B) mathematics and science teachers 
who possess a master’s degree in their field 
and who shall be referred to as ‘NSF Master 
Teaching Fellows’. 

‘‘(4) SELECTION.—Individuals shall be se-
lected to receive fellowships under this sec-
tion primarily on the basis of— 

‘‘(A) professional achievement; 
‘‘(B) academic merit; 
‘‘(C) demonstrated advanced content 

knowledge; and 
‘‘(D) in the case of NSF Master Teaching 

Fellows, demonstrated success in improving 
student academic achievement in mathe-
matics, science, technology, or engineering. 

‘‘(5) USE OF FUNDS.—Each partnership re-
ceiving a grant under this section to award 
fellowships under this subsection shall— 

‘‘(A) provide a stipend to each NSF Teach-
ing Fellow for the duration of the Fellow’s 
enrollment in the master’s degree program, 
to be used to offset the cost of tuition, fees, 
and living expenses; and 

‘‘(B) provide salary supplements to each 
NSF Teaching Fellow and NSF Master 
Teaching Fellow during the period of the 
Fellow’s service obligation under paragraph 
(4). 

‘‘(6) SERVICE OBLIGATION.—If an individual 
is awarded a fellowship under this sub-
section, that individual shall be required to 
serve in a high-need local educational agen-
cy for— 

‘‘(A) in the case of a NSF Teaching Fellow, 
4 years; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of a NSF Master Teaching 
Fellow, 5 years. 

‘‘(7) DUTIES.—A recipient of a fellowship 
under this section, during the service obliga-
tion required under paragraph (6) and in ad-
dition to regular classroom activities, shall 
take on a leadership role within the school 
or local educational agency in which the re-
cipient is employed, as defined by the part-
nership according to the recipient’s exper-
tise, including serving as a mentor or master 
teacher, developing curricula, and assisting 
in the development and implementation of 
professional development activities.’’; 

(8) in subsection (f) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (6))— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(1) accepting— 
‘‘(A) the terms of the scholarship pursuant 

to subsection (c), the stipend pursuant to 
subsection (d), or the fellowship pursuant to 
subsection (e); and 

‘‘(B) the terms regarding the failure to 
complete a service obligation required for 
the scholarship, stipend, or fellowship pursu-
ant to subsection (h);’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘scholarship’’ and inserting 

‘‘scholarship, stipend, or fellowship’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘subsection (g)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘subsection (h)’’; 
(9) in subsection (g)(1) (as redesignated by 

paragraph (6))— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(or consortium thereof)’’ 

and inserting ‘‘, consortium, or partnership’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘scholarship and stipend’’ 
and inserting ‘‘scholarship, stipend, and fel-
lowship’’; 

(10) in subsection (h) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (6))— 

(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by inserting ‘‘, stipend, or fellowship’’ 
after ‘‘scholarship’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘bac-
calaureate degree’’; and 

(B) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(2) REPAYMENT FOR FAILURE TO COMPLETE 
SERVICE.— 

‘‘(A) LESS THAN 1 YEAR OF SERVICE.—If a 
circumstance described in paragraph (1) oc-
curs before the completion of 1 year of a 
service obligation under this section, the 
sum of the total amount of awards received 
by the individual under this section shall be 
treated as a loan payable to the Federal Gov-
ernment, consistent with the provisions of 
part B or D of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and shall be subject to re-
payment in accordance with terms and con-
ditions specified by the Secretary of Edu-
cation in regulations promulgated to carry 
out this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) 1 YEAR OR MORE OF SERVICE.—If a cir-
cumstance described in subparagraph (D) or 

(E) of paragraph (1) occurs after the comple-
tion of 1 year of a service obligation under 
this section, an amount equal to 1⁄2 of the 
sum of the total amount of awards received 
by the individual under this section shall be 
treated as a loan payable to the Federal Gov-
ernment, consistent with the provisions of 
part B or D of title IV of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and shall be subject to re-
payment in accordance with terms and con-
ditions specified by the Secretary of Edu-
cation in regulations promulgated to carry 
out this paragraph.’’; 

(11) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (6))— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or consortia’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, consortia, or partnerships’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘scholarship recipients and 
stipend recipients’’ and inserting ‘‘scholar-
ship, stipend, and fellowship recipients’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘subsection (e)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘subsection (f)’’; 

(12) by inserting after subsection (i) (as re-
designated by paragraph (6)) the following: 

‘‘(j) SCIENCE AND MATHEMATICS SCHOLAR-
SHIP GIFT FUND.—In accordance with section 
11(f) of the National Science Foundation Act 
of 1950, the Director is authorized to accept 
donations from the private sector to supple-
ment, but not supplant, scholarships, sti-
pends, internships, or fellowships associated 
with the programs under this section. 

‘‘(k) ASSESSMENT OF TEACHER RETENTION.— 
Not later than 4 years after the date of en-
actment of the America COMPETES Act, the 
Director shall transmit to Congress a report 
on the effectiveness of the program carried 
out under this section regarding the reten-
tion of participants in the teaching profes-
sion beyond the service obligation required 
under this section.’’; 

(13) in subsection (l) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (6))— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
(4), and (5) as paragraphs (2), (5), (7), (9), and 
(10), respectively; 

(B) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as re-
designated by subparagraph (A)) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) the term ‘advanced content knowl-
edge’ means demonstrated mathematics or 
science content knowledge as measured by a 
rigorous, valid assessment tool that has been 
approved by the Director;’’; 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (2) (as re-
designated by subparagraph (A)) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) the term ‘fellowship’ means an award 
under subsection (e); 

‘‘(4) the term ‘high-need local educational 
agency’ means a local educational agency or 
educational service agency (as defined in sec-
tion 9101 of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965)— 

‘‘(A)(i) that serves not less than 10,000 chil-
dren from low-income families; 

‘‘(ii) for which not less than 20 percent of 
the children served by the agency are chil-
dren from low-income families; or 

‘‘(iii) with a total of less than 600 students 
in average daily attendance at the schools 
that are served by the agency, and all of 
whose schools are designated with a school 
locale code of 6, 7, or 8, as determined by the 
Secretary of Education; and 

‘‘(B)(i) for which there is a higher percent-
age of teachers providing instruction in aca-
demic subject areas or grade levels for which 
the teachers are not highly qualified; or 

‘‘(ii) for which there is a high teacher turn-
over rate or a high percentage of teachers 
with emergency, provisional, or temporary 
certification or licensure;’’; 

(D) in paragraph (5) (as redesignated by 
subparagraph (A)), by inserting ‘‘engineer-
ing,’’ after ‘‘mathematics, science,’’; 
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(E) by inserting after paragraph (5) (as re-

designated by subparagraph (A)) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(6) the term ‘mathematics and science 
teaching’ means mathematics, science, engi-
neering, or technology teaching at the ele-
mentary or secondary school level;’’; 

(F) in paragraph (7) (as redesignated by 
subparagraph (A)) by inserting ‘‘or had a ca-
reer’’ after ‘‘is working’’; and 

(G) by inserting after paragraph (7) (as re-
designated by subparagraph (A)) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(8) the term ‘partnership’ means a part-
nership that shall include— 

‘‘(A) an institution of higher education or 
a consortium of such institutions; 

‘‘(B) a department within an institution of 
higher education participating in the part-
nership that provides an advanced program 
of study in mathematics and science; 

‘‘(C)(i) a school or department within an 
institution of higher education participating 
in the partnership that provides a master 
teacher’s preparation program; or 

‘‘(ii) a 2-year institution of higher edu-
cation that has a teacher preparation offer-
ing or a dual enrollment program with an in-
stitution of higher education participating 
in the partnership; 

‘‘(D) not less than 1 high-need local edu-
cational agency and a public school or a con-
sortium of public schools served by the agen-
cy; and 

‘‘(E) 1 or more nonprofit organizations that 
have the capacity to provide expertise or 
support to meet the purposes of this sec-
tion;’’; and 

(14) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within the amounts au-

thorized to be appropriated by section 4001 of 
the America COMPETES Act and except as 
provided in paragraph (2), there are author-
ized to be appropriated to the Director for 
the Robert Noyce Teacher Program under 
this section— 

‘‘(A) $117,000,000 for fiscal year 2008, of 
which at least $18,000,000 shall be used for ca-
pacity building activities described in 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of subsection (a)(3)(A), 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of subsection (a)(3)(B), 
and clauses (ii) and (iii) of subsection 
(a)(3)(C); 

‘‘(B) $130,000,000 for fiscal year 2009, of 
which at least $21,000,000 shall be used for 
such capacity building activities; 

‘‘(C) $148,000,000 for fiscal year 2010, of 
which at least $24,000,000 shall be used for 
such capacity building activities; and 

‘‘(D) $200,000,000 for fiscal year 2011, of 
which at least $27,000,000 shall be used for 
such capacity building activities. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—For any fiscal year for 
which the funding allocated for activities 
under this section is less than $105,000,000, 
the amount of funding available for capacity 
building activities described in subpara-
graphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed 15 percent of the allocated 
funds.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) SECTION 4.—Section 4 of the National 

Science Foundation Authorization Act of 
2002 (42 U.S.C. 1862n note) is amended in the 
matter preceding paragraph (1) by striking 
‘‘In this Act:’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as oth-
erwise provided, in this Act:’’. 

(2) SECTION 8.—Section 8(6) of the National 
Science Foundation Authorization Act of 
2002 (Public Law 107–368) is amended— 

(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 
‘‘SCHOLARSHIP’’ and inserting ‘‘TEACHER’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Scholarship’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Teacher’’. 

SEC. 4013. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 
THE MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND 
THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION. 

It is the sense of the Senate that— 
(1) although the mathematics and science 

education partnership program at the Na-
tional Science Foundation and the mathe-
matics and science partnership program at 
the Department of Education practically 
share the same name, the 2 programs are in-
tended to be complementary, not duplica-
tive; 

(2) the National Science Foundation part-
nership programs are innovative, model re-
form initiatives that move promising ideas 
in education from research into practice to 
improve teacher quality, develop challenging 
curricula, and increase student achievement 
in mathematics and science, and Congress 
intends that the National Science Founda-
tion peer-reviewed partnership programs 
found to be effective should be put into wider 
practice by dissemination through the De-
partment of Education partnership pro-
grams; and 

(3) the Director of the National Science 
Foundation and the Secretary of Education 
should have ongoing collaboration to ensure 
that the 2 components of this priority effort 
for mathematics and science education con-
tinue to work in concert for the benefit of 
States and local practitioners nationwide. 
SEC. 4014. NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

TEACHER INSTITUTES FOR THE 21ST 
CENTURY. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Within the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated by section 4001, there are authorized 
to be appropriated to carry out the teacher 
institutes for the 21st century under para-
graphs (3) and (7) of section 9(a) of the Na-
tional Science Foundation Authorization 
Act of 2002 (as amended by subsection (b)) (42 
U.S.C. 1862n(a))— 

(1) $84,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; 
(2) $94,000,000 for fiscal year 2009; 
(3) $106,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; and 
(4) $140,000,000 for fiscal year 2011. 
(b) TEACHER INSTITUTES FOR THE 21ST CEN-

TURY.—Section 9(a) of the National Science 
Foundation Authorization Act of 2002 (42 
U.S.C. 1862n(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)(B), by striking ‘‘sum-
mer or’’ and inserting ‘‘teacher institutes for 
the 21st century, as described in paragraph 
(7),’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (8); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7) TEACHER INSTITUTES FOR THE 21ST CEN-
TURY.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Teacher institutes for 
the 21st century carried out in accordance 
with paragraph (3)(B) shall— 

‘‘(i) be carried out in conjunction with a 
school served by the local educational agen-
cy in the partnership; 

‘‘(ii) be science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics focused institutes that pro-
vide professional development to elementary 
school and secondary school teachers; 

‘‘(iii) serve teachers who are considered 
highly qualified (as defined in section 9101 of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965), teach high-need subjects, and 
teach in high-need schools (as described in 
section 1114(a)(1) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965); 

‘‘(iv) focus on the theme and structure de-
veloped by the Director under subparagraph 
(C); 

‘‘(v) be content-based and build on school 
year curricula that are experiment-oriented, 
content-based, and grounded in current re-
search; 

‘‘(vi) ensure that the pedagogy component 
is designed around specific strategies that 
are relevant to teaching the subject and con-
tent on which teachers are being trained, 
which may include training teachers in the 
essential components of reading instruction 
for adolescents in order to improve student 
reading skills within the subject areas of 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics; 

‘‘(vii) be a multiyear program that is con-
ducted for a period of not less than 2 weeks 
per year; 

‘‘(viii) provide for direct interaction be-
tween participants in and faculty of the 
teacher institute; 

‘‘(ix) have a component that includes the 
use of the Internet; 

‘‘(x) provide for followup training in the 
classroom during the academic year for a pe-
riod of not less than 3 days, which may or 
may not be consecutive, for participants in 
the teacher institute, except that for teach-
ers in rural local educational agencies, the 
followup training may be provided through 
the Internet; 

‘‘(xi) provide teachers participating in the 
teacher institute with travel expense reim-
bursement and classroom materials related 
to the teacher institute, and may include 
providing stipends as necessary; and 

‘‘(xii) establish a mechanism to provide 
supplemental support during the academic 
year for teacher institute participants to 
apply the knowledge and skills gained at the 
teacher institute. 

‘‘(B) OPTIONAL MEMBERS OF THE PARTNER-
SHIP.—In addition to the partnership require-
ment under paragraph (2), an institution of 
higher education or eligible nonprofit orga-
nization (or consortium) desiring a grant for 
a teacher institute for the 21st century may 
also partner with a teacher organization, 
museum, or educational partnership organi-
zation. 

‘‘(C) THEME AND STRUCTURE.—Each year, 
not later than 180 days before the application 
deadline for a grant under this section, the 
Director shall, in consultation with a broad 
group of relevant education organizations, 
develop a theme and structure for the teach-
er institutes of the 21st century supported 
under paragraph (3)(B).’’. 

SEC. 4015. PARTNERSHIPS FOR ACCESS TO LAB-
ORATORY SCIENCE. 

(a) GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 8(8) of the 
National Science Foundation Authorization 
Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–368) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) 
through (F) as clauses (i) through (vi), re-
spectively, and indenting appropriately; 

(2) by moving the flush language at the end 
2 ems to the right; 

(3) in the flush language at the end, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraph’’; 

(4) by striking ‘‘INITIATIVE.—A program of’’ 
and inserting ‘‘INITIATIVE.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A program of’’; and 
(5) by inserting at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) PILOT PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with sub-

paragraph (A)(v), the Director shall establish 
a pilot program designated as ‘Partnerships 
for Access to Laboratory Science’ to award 
grants to partnerships to pay the Federal 
share of the costs of improving laboratories 
and providing instrumentation as part of a 
comprehensive program to enhance the qual-
ity of mathematics, science, engineering, 
and technology instruction at the secondary 
school level. Grants under this subparagraph 
may be used for— 

‘‘(I) purchase, rental, or leasing of equip-
ment, instrumentation, and other scientific 
educational materials; 
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‘‘(II) acquire appropriate nanotechnology 

equipment and software designed for teach-
ing students about nanotechnology in the 
classroom; 

‘‘(III) professional development and train-
ing for teachers aligned with activities sup-
ported under section 2123 of the ESEA of 
1965; 

‘‘(IV) development of instructional pro-
grams designed to integrate the laboratory 
experience with classroom instruction and to 
be consistent with State mathematics and 
science, and to the extent applicable, tech-
nology and engineering, academic achieve-
ment standards; 

‘‘(V) training in laboratory safety for rel-
evant school personnel; 

‘‘(VI) design and implementation of hands- 
on laboratory experiences to encourage the 
interest of individuals identified in section 
33 or 34 of the Science and Engineering Equal 
Opportunities Act (42 U.S.C. 1885a or 1885b) in 
mathematics, science, engineering, and tech-
nology and help prepare such individuals to 
pursue postsecondary studies in these fields; 
and 

‘‘(VII) assessment of the activities funded 
under this subparagraph. 

‘‘(ii) PARTNERSHIP.—Grants awarded under 
clause (i) shall be to a partnership that— 

‘‘(I) includes an institution of higher edu-
cation or a community college; 

‘‘(II) includes a high-need local educational 
agency; 

‘‘(III) includes a business or eligible non-
profit organization; and 

‘‘(IV) may include a State educational 
agency, other public agency, National Lab-
oratory, or community-based organization. 

‘‘(iii) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share 
of the cost of activities carried out using 
amounts from a grant under clause (i) shall 
not exceed 30 percent.’’. 

(b) REPORT.—The Director of the National 
Science Foundation shall evaluate the effec-
tiveness of activities carried out under the 
pilot projects funded by the grant program 
established pursuant to the amendment 
made by subsection (b) in improving student 
performance in mathematics, science, engi-
neering, and technology and recommend 
whether such activities should continue. A 
report documenting the results of that eval-
uation shall be submitted to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
and the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions of the Senate and the 
Committee on Science and Technology of the 
House of Representatives not later than 3 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. The report shall identify best practices 
and materials for the classroom developed 
and demonstrated by grant awardees. 

(c) SUNSET.—The provisions of this section 
shall cease to have force or effect at the be-
ginning of fiscal year 2012. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the National Science Foundation to carry 
out this section and the amendments made 
by this section such sums for fiscal year 2008 
and each of the 3 succeeding fiscal years. 

DIVISION E—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 5001. COLLECTION OF DATA RELATING TO 

TRADE IN SERVICES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Commerce shall establish a 
program within the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis to collect and study data relating 
to export and import of services. As part of 
the program, the Secretary shall annually— 

(1) provide data collection and analysis re-
lating to export and import of services; 

(2) collect and analyze data for service im-
ports and exports in not less than 40 service 
industry categories, on a state-by-state 
basis; 

(3) include data collection and analysis of 
the employment effects of exports and im-
ports on the service industry; and 

(4) integrate ongoing and planned data col-
lection and analysis initiatives in research 
and development and innovation. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Commerce such sums for 
each of the fiscal years 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 
2012, to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion. 
SEC. 5002. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

SMALL BUSINESS GROWTH AND CAP-
ITAL MARKETS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) the United States has the most fair, 

most transparent, and most efficient capital 
markets in the world, in part due to its 
strong securities statutory and regulatory 
scheme; 

(2) it is of paramount importance for the 
continued growth of our Nation’s economy, 
that our capital markets retain their leading 
position in the world; 

(3) small businesses are vital participants 
in United States capital markets, and play a 
critical role in future economic growth and 
high-wage job creation; 

(4) section 404 of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 
2002, has greatly enhanced the quality of cor-
porate governance and financial reporting 
for public companies and increased investor 
confidence; 

(5) the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion (in this section referred to as the ‘‘Com-
mission’’) and the Public Company Account-
ing Oversight Board (in this section referred 
to as the ‘‘PCAOB’’) have both determined 
that the current auditing standard imple-
menting section 404 of the Sarbanes-Oxley 
Act of 2002 has imposed unnecessary and un-
intended cost burdens on small and mid-sized 
public companies; 

(6) the Commission and PCAOB are now 
near completion of a 2-year process intended 
to revise the standard in order to provide 
more efficient and effective regulation; and 

(7) the chairman of the Commission re-
cently has said, with respect to section 404 of 
the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, that, ‘‘We 
don’t need to change the law, we need to 
change the way the law is implemented. It is 
the implementation of the law that has 
caused the excessive burden, not the law 
itself. That’s an important distinction. I 
don’t believe these important investor pro-
tections, which are even now only a few 
years old, should be opened up for amend-
ment, or that they need to be.’’. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Commission and the 
PCAOB should complete promulgation of the 
final rules implementing section 404 of the 
Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (15 U.S.C. 7262). 
SEC. 5003. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF-

FICE REVIEW OF ACTIVITIES, 
GRANTS, AND PROGRAMS. 

Not later than 3 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Comptroller General 
of the United States shall submit a report to 
Congress that— 

(1) examines each annual and interim re-
port required to be submitted to Congress 
under this Act (including any amendment 
made by this Act); 

(2) assesses or evaluates assessments of the 
effectiveness of the new or expended activi-
ties, grants, and programs carried out under 
this Act (including any amendment made by 
this Act); and 

(3) includes any recommendations as the 
Comptroller General determines are appro-
priate to improve the effectiveness of such 
activities, grants, and programs. 
SEC. 5004. PROHIBITION AGAINST FUNDING ANTI- 

COMPETITIVENESS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

the Law; no federal funds shall be provided 

to any organization or entity that advocates 
against tax competition or United States tax 
competitiveness. 

Provided, however, that advocating for ef-
fective tax information exchange, advo-
cating for effective transfer pricing, and ad-
vocating for income tax treaties is not con-
sidered to be advocating against tax com-
petition of United States tax competitive-
ness. 
SEC. 5005. FEASIBILITY STUDY ON FREE ONLINE 

COLLEGE DEGREE PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Commerce shall enter into a 
contract with the National Academy of 
Sciences to conduct and complete a feasi-
bility study on creating a national, free on-
line college degree program that would be 
available to all individuals described under 
section 484(a)(5) of the Higher Education Act 
of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1091(a)(5)) who wish to pur-
sue a degree in a field of strategic impor-
tance to the United States and where exper-
tise is in demand, such as mathematics, 
sciences, and foreign languages. The study 
shall look at the need for a free college de-
gree program as well as the feasibility of— 

(1) developing online course content; 
(2) developing sufficiently rigorous tests to 

determine mastery of a field of study; and 
(3) sustaining the program through private 

funding. 
(b) STUDY.—The study described in sub-

section (a) shall also include a review of ex-
isting online education programs to deter-
mine the extent to which these programs 
offer a rigorous curriculum in areas like 
mathematics and science and the National 
Academy of Sciences shall make rec-
ommendations for how online degree pro-
grams can be assessed and accredited. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $500,000 for fiscal year 
2008. 
SEC. 5006. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

DEEMED EXPORTS. 
It is the sense of Senate that— 
(1) United States government policies re-

lated to deemed exports should safeguard 
United States national security and protect 
fundamental research. 

(2) The Department of Commerce has es-
tablished the Deemed Export Advisory Com-
mittee to develop recommendations for im-
proving current controls on deemed exports. 

(3) The Administration and Congress 
should consider the recommendations of the 
Deemed Export Advisory Committee in its 
development and implementation of export 
control policies. 
SEC. 5007. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

CAPITAL MARKETS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) United States capital markets are los-

ing their competitive edge in the face of in-
tensifying global competition, posing a risk 
to economic growth, a problem that is well- 
documented in initial public offerings (IPO), 
over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives, 
securitization, and traditional lending; 

(2) according to the Senator Charles E. 
Schumer and Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg 
report, entitled ‘‘Sustaining New York’s and 
the US’s Global Financial Services Leader-
ship’’, ‘‘In looking at several of the critical 
contested investment banking and sales and 
trading markets—initial public offerings 
(IPOs), over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives, 
and debt—it is clear that the declining posi-
tion of the US goes beyond this natural mar-
ket evolution to more controllable, intrinsic 
issues of US competitiveness. As market ef-
fectiveness, liquidity and safety become 
more prevalent in the world’s financial mar-
kets, the competitive arena for financial 
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services is shifting toward a new set of fac-
tors—like availability of skilled people and a 
balanced and effective legal and regulatory 
environment—where the US is moving in the 
wrong direction.’’; 

(3) further, the report referred to in para-
graph (2) stated that— 

(A) ‘‘The IPO market also offers the most 
dramatic illustration of the change in cap-
ital-raising needs around the world, and US 
exchanges are rapidly losing ground to for-
eign rivals. When looking at all IPOs that 
took place globally in 2006, the share of IPO 
volume attracted by US exchanges is barely 
one-third of that captured in 2001. By con-
trast, the global share of IPO volume cap-
tured by European exchanges has expanded 
by more than 30 percent over the same pe-
riod, while non-Japan Asian markets have 
doubled their equivalent market share since 
2001. When one considers mega-IPOs—those 
over $1 billion—US exchanges attracted 57 
percent of such transactions in 2001, com-
pared with just 16 percent during the first 
ten months of 2006.’’; and 

(B) ‘‘London already enjoys clear leader-
ship in the fast-growing and innovative over- 
the-counter (OTC) derivatives market. This 
is significant because of the trading flow 
that surrounds derivatives markets and be-
cause of the innovation these markets drive, 
both of which are key competitive factors for 
financial centers. Dealers and investors in-
creasingly see derivatives and cash markets 
as interchangeable and are therefore com-
bining trading operations for both products. 
Indeed, the derivatives markets can be more 
liquid than the underlying cash markets. 
Therefore, as London takes the global lead in 
derivatives, America’s competitiveness in 
both cash and derivatives flow trading is at 
risk, as is its position as a center for finan-
cial innovation.’’; 

(4) on March 13, 2007, the Department of 
the Treasury convened a conference on 
United States capital markets competitive-
ness, where— 

(A) key policymakers, consumer advo-
cates, members of the international commu-
nity, business representatives, and academic 
experts, each with different perspectives, dis-
cussed ways to keep United States capital 
markets the strongest and most innovative 
in the world; and 

(B) conference delegates examined the im-
pact of the United States regulatory struc-
ture and philosophy, the legal and corporate 
governance environment, and the auditing 
profession and financial reporting on United 
States capital markets competitiveness; 

(5) the foundation of any competitive cap-
ital market is investor confidence, and 
since1930, the United States has required 
some of the most extensive financial disclo-
sures, supported by one of the most robust 
enforcement regimes in the world; 

(6) a balanced regulatory system is essen-
tial to protecting investors and the efficient 
functioning of capital markets; and 

(7) too much regulation stifles entrepre-
neurship, competition, and innovation, and 
too little regulation creates excessive risk to 
industry, investors, and the overall system. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) Congress, the President, regulators, in-
dustry leaders, and other stakeholders 
should take the necessary steps to reclaim 
the preeminent position of the United States 
in the global financial services marketplace; 

(2) the Federal and State financial regu-
latory agencies should, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, coordinate activities on sig-
nificant policy matters, so as not to impose 
regulations that may have adverse unin-
tended consequences on innovativeness with 
respect to financial products, instruments, 
and services, or that impose regulatory costs 

that are disproportionate to their benefits, 
and, at the same time, ensure that the regu-
latory framework overseeing the United 
States capital markets continues to promote 
and protect the interests of investors in 
those markets; and 

(3) given the complexity of the financial 
services marketplace today, Congress should 
exercise vigorous oversight over Federal reg-
ulatory and statutory requirements affecting 
the financial services industry and con-
sumers, with the goal of eliminating exces-
sive regulation and problematic implementa-
tion of existing laws and regulations, while 
ensuring that necessary investor protections 
are not compromised. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider Execu-
tive Calendar Nos. 86 through 102 and 
all nominations placed on the Sec-
retary’s desk; that the nominations be 
confirmed, the motions to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, the President be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action, and the Senate then return to 
legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
John Roberts Hackman, of Virginia, to be 

United States Marshall for the Eastern Dis-
trict of Virginia for the term of four years. 

Robert Gideon Howard, Jr., of Arkansas, to 
be United States Marshal for the Eastern 
District of Arkansas for the term of four 
years. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The following Air National Guard of the 

United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Colonel Travis D. Balch, 0000 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Stephen L. Jones, 0000 
IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
624: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Thomas J. Masiello, 0000 
The following Air National Guard of the 

United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Thaddeus J. Martin, 0000 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named office for appoint-
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. William C. Kirkland, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 

grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Gregory E. Couch, 0000 
IN THE NAVY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. Jeffrey L. Fowler, 0000 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Martin E. Dempsey, 0000 
The following named officers for appoint-

ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., Sec-
tion 12203: 

To be major general 

Brigadier General Mari K. Eder, 0000 
Brigadier General William H. Gerety, 0000 
Brigadier General Paul F. Hamm, 0000 
Brigadier General George R. Harris, 0000 
Brigadier General Steven J. Hashem, 0000 
Brigadier General Adolph McQueen, Jr., 0000 
Brigadier General David A. Morris, 0000 
Brigadier General Maynard J. Sanders, 0000 
Brigadier General Gregory A. Schumacher, 
Brigadier General Michael J. Schweiger, 0000 
Brigadier General Richard J. Sherlock, Jr., 

0000 
Brigadier General Dean G. Sienko, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

Colonel Marcia M. Anderson, 0000 
Colonel Douglas P. Anson, 0000 
Colonel William G. Beard, 0000 
Colonel William M. Buckler, 0000 
Colonel Alfred B. Carlton, 0000 
Colonel Robert G. Catalanotti, 0000 
Colonel Michele G. Compton, 0000 
Colonel John C. Hanley, 0000 
Colonel Katherine P. Kasun, 0000 
Colonel Robert W. Kenyon, 0000 
Colonel Karen E. Ledoux, 0000 
Colonel Peter S. Lennon, 0000 
Colonel Charles D. Martin, 0000 
Colonel Gary A. Medvigy, 0000 
Colonel Samuel T. Nichols, Jr., 0000 
Colonel James D. Owens, Jr., 0000 
Colonel Jeffrey E. Phillips, 0000 
Colonel Leslie A. Purser, 0000 
Colonel David W. Puster, 0000 
Colonel Daniel I. Schultz, 0000 
Colonel Michael R. Smith, 0000 
Colonel Jeffrey W. Talley, 0000 
Colonel Megan P. Tatu, 0000 
Colonel Nickolas P. Tooliatos, 0000 
Colonel James T. Walton, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Marine Corps to 
the grade indicated while assigned to a posi-
tion of importance and responsibility under 
title 10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. George J. Trautman, III, 0000 
IN THE NAVY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be vice admiral 

Rear Adm. Harold D. Starling, II, 0000 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
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indicated while assigned to a position of im-
portance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. William G. Webster, Jr., 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the Reserve of the Army to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Mark J. MacCarley, 0000 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Daniel J. Nelan, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Michael A. Giorgione, 0000 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SECRETARY’S 
DESK 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

PN369 AIR FORCE nominations (12) begin-
ning THOMAS M. ANGELO, and ending 
DANIEL S. ZULLI, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of March 19, 2007. 

PN400 AIR FORCE nominations (84) begin-
ning Thomas I. Anderson, and ending 
MUSSARET A. ZUBERI, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of March 26, 2007. 

PN406 AIR FORCE nomination of David J. 
Carrell, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 29, 2007. 

PN407 AIR FORCE nomination of James G. 
Wolf, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 29, 2007. 

PN408 AIR FORCE nomination of Craig L. 
Allen, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 29, 2007. 

PN409 AIR FORCE nominations (5) begin-
ning BRIAN L. EVANS, and ending DUNCAN 
D. SMITH, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of March 29, 2007. 

PN410 AIR FORCE nominations (6) begin-
ning ROBERT W. BEADLE, and ending 
BRENT S. MILLER, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of March 29, 2007. 

PN437 AIR FORCE nomination of Noana 
Issargrill, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 11, 2007. 

IN THE ARMY 

PN389 ARMY nomination of Melissa W. 
Jones, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 22, 2007. 

PN390 ARMY nomination of Barbara J. 
King, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 22, 2007. 

PN391 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
JAMES F. BECK, and ending KEVIN S. 
MCKIERNAN, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of March 22, 2007. 

PN392 ARMY nominations (9) beginning 
DANIEL L. HURST, and ending GEORGE T. 
TALBOT, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of March 22, 2007. 

PN438 ARMY nominations (2) beginning 
FRANKLIN M. CRANE, and ending GARY T. 

KIRCHOFF, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 11, 2007. 

PN439 ARMY nominations (11) beginning 
MARK W. CRUMPTON, and ending D060629, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 11, 2007. 

PN440 ARMY nominations (7) beginning 
THOMAS BROOKS, and ending DEBORAH C. 
WARREN, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of April 11, 2007. 

PN441 ARMY nominations (7) beginning 
DAMON T. ARNOLD, and ending 
GIJSBERTUS F. VANSTAVEREN, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 11, 20017. 

PN442 ARMY nomination of D060461, which 
was received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of April 11, 2007. 

PN443 ARMY nomination of Bernadine F. 
Peletzfox, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 11, 2007. 

PN444 ARMY nomination of D060470, which 
was received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of April 11, 2007. 

PN445 ARMY nomination of Josef Rivero, 
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of April 
11, 2007. 

PN446 ARMY nomination of Stephen J. 
Velez, which was received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
April 11, 2007. 

PN451 ARMY nominations (3) beginning 
KIRK O. AUSTIN, and ending LEE W. 
SMITHSON, which were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 16, 2007. 

PN452 ARMY nominations (4) beginning 
CRAIG E. BENNETT, and ending DARLENE 
M. SHEALY, which were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 16, 2007. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 
PN386 COAST GUARD nominations (3) be-

ginning KIRSTEN R. MARTIN, and ending 
RICHARD V. TIMME, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record of March 22, 2007. 

PN423 COAST GUARD nominations (3) be-
ginning BROOKE E. GRANT, and ending 
MARIA A. RUTTIG, which nominations were 
received by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 10, 2007. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
PN260 MARINE CORPS nomination of 

Charles E. Parham Jr., which was received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of February 15, 2007. 

PN393–1 MARINE CORPS nominations (359) 
beginning EDUARDO A. ABISELLAN, and 
ending JOSEPH J. ZARBA JR., which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of March 
22, 2007. 

PN394 MARINE CORPS nominations (665) 
beginning AARON D. ABDULLAH, and end-
ing SCOTT W. ZIMMERMAN, which nomina-
tions were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record of March 
22, 2007. 

PN447 MARINE CORPS nomination of 
Jason K. Fettig, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 11, 2007. 

PN448 MARINE CORPS nomination of Mi-
chael J. Colburn, which was received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of April 11, 2007. 

IN THE NAVY 

PN269 NAVY nomination of Brian D. Peter-
sen, which was received by the Senate and 

appeared in the Congressional Record of Feb-
ruary 15, 2007. 

PN411 NAVY nomination of Stanley R. 
Richardson, which was received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 29, 2007. 

PN449 NAVY nominations (60) beginning 
BENJAMIN AMDUR, and ending DAVID M. 
ZIELINSKI, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of April 11, 2007. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

JOINT REFERRAL OF NOMINATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the nomination of 
R. Lyle Laverty, of Colorado, to be As-
sistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife, 
sent to the Senate by the President on 
March 26, 2007, be referred jointly to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources and the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HONORING THE ENTREPRE-
NEURIAL SPIRIT OF SMALL 
BUSINESS CONCERNS IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of S. Res. 174. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 174) honoring the en-

trepreneurial spirit of small business con-
cerns in the United States during National 
Small Business Week, beginning April 22, 
2007. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to support during National 
Small Business Week a bipartisan Sen-
ate resolution honoring the entrepre-
neurial spirit of small business owners 
throughout the United States. I am 
privileged to work every day with 
ranking member, Senator SNOWE and 
other members of my committee on be-
half of small businesses and I am grati-
fied to introduce this legislation with 
them here today. 

Twenty-six million small businesses 
are currently operating in the United 
States. They represent 99.7 percent of 
all employers and account for two- 
thirds of all new jobs created each 
year. In addition, they contribute over 
50 percent of the Nation’s nonfarm 
gross domestic product. Small busi-
nesses are the Nation’s innovators, pro-
ducing 13 to 14 more patents per em-
ployee than large businesses, and they 
account for 97 percent of all exporters. 

It is clear that small businesses are a 
powerful force in the economic vitality 
that makes America strong, and small 
businesses would not have this success 
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were it not for government programs 
which support them. The Small Busi-
ness Administration was created to 
support and protect small business con-
cerns, and they have worked hard to do 
so. Millions of entrepreneurs have re-
ceived loans or business counseling, al-
lowing them to start or expand small 
businesses. Staples, Intel, Nike, and 
America Online are just a few of the 
most well-known businesses who re-
ceived assistance through at least one 
of the SBA’s programs. 

Craig A. Bovaird from Princeton, 
MA, who I met this week when he was 
honored in Washington as the Massa-
chusetts Small Business Person of the 
Year, is president of the Built-Rite 
Tool and Die, Inc. based in Lancaster 
which specializes in developing and 
manufacturing thermoplastics for the 
aerospace, medical, defense and high- 
tech industries. He is a pillar of his 
community—proud father of three 
daughters, involved in his town’s fi-
nance committee, renovating the pub-
lic library, and a leader of his church. 
He had an idea and he had the tech-
nical expertise and knowledge about 
the industry. Craig is passionate about 
his business. As Craig said, ‘‘I enjoy 
watching an idea go from mind to 
paper through construction to a fin-
ished masterpiece.’’ 

But it was John Rainey, a counselor 
at Clark University’s Small Business 
Development Center in Worcester, who 
guided Craig through the development 
of a solid business plan. Craig’s busi-
ness is a success today—against the 
odds—because his manufacturing busi-
ness grew and prospered at a time when 
other plastics companies were on the 
decline. This is thanks to Craig’s hard 
work, and also thanks to a key SBA 
program that got him the business 
counseling he needed. 

However, despite these national and 
local successes, there are a number of 
issues which continue to be a problem 
for small businesses, and, in order to 
encourage continuing economic 
growth, it is important that Congress 
take steps to address them. Unfortu-
nately, this administration has repeat-
edly reduced efforts to support small 
businesses. A report from the House 
Small Business Committee notes that 
the fiscal year 2008 budget would cut or 
terminate funding for 90 of the 110 Fed-
eral programs that were designed to 
support entrepreneurship. In addition, 
since 2001, the administration has cut 
the SBA budget by more than 30 per-
cent. When disaster loan funding is in-
cluded, the President’s fiscal year 2008 
budget request is a cut of 45 percent 
since taking office. The SBA needs ade-
quate funding in order to meet the 
needs of small businesses. 

The administration has also repeat-
edly called for the reduction or elimi-
nation of important loan programs, 
such as the Microloan program. The 
Microloan program is a small, effi-
cient, cost-effective program, which 
provides very small loans and coun-
seling to small businesses. Supporters 

in Congress and advocacy groups are 
requesting very little to fund this pro-
gram—$3.2 million for the Microloan 
program and $20 million for technical 
assistance. That is minuscule when 
compared with U.S. funding for small 
businesses in other countries. In 2005, 
the United States spent more than $200 
million on microloan programs in 
other countries. In 2006, the United 
States spent more than $54 million on 
microloans in Iraq, according to U.S. 
Ambassador Khalilzad. And, in the 
President’s fiscal year 2007 emergency 
funding request for the war in Iraq, the 
administration as requested about $160 
million in microcredit initiatives. 

The management assistance pro-
grams, such as the Small Business De-
velopment Centers, the Women’s Busi-
ness Centers, and the SCORE program, 
have also suffered under continuing 
flat or reduced funding. For instance, 
when taking account into inflation, 
SBDCs have experienced a 19 percent 
cut since 2001, despite the fact that this 
program returns $2.82 dollars to the 
Federal Government for every Federal 
dollar spent. Counseling hours and the 
number of clients counseled began de-
clining in 2003 and 2004 and have con-
tinued to do so. Adequate funding for 
these programs is essential to prevent 
further loss of assistance to small busi-
nesses. 

I also continue to be concerned about 
the Federal Government’s inability to 
meet the procurement goals set forth 
in law. The Federal Government has 
simply done an abysmal job of ensuring 
that small businesses get their fair 
share of Federal contracts. For in-
stance, the Department of Defense’s 0.5 
percent procurement with service-dis-
abled veteran owned firms is signifi-
cantly below the 3 percent stated goal 
and is unacceptable. These short-
comings are harming small businesses, 
and I will continue to push to make 
sure small businesses get a fair chance 
at selling to the Federal Government. 

Nearly 2 years after Hurricane 
Katrina, small business owners and 
homeowners are struggling just to keep 
their doors open. Many of them were 
turned down or simply gave up on the 
SBA when they needed government as-
sistance the most. The Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship recently reported a bill 
that would comprehensively reform the 
disaster loan program, and I urge my 
colleagues to support passage of this 
important legislation. This critical leg-
islation will help all small businesses 
who are faced with a catastrophe 
through no fault of their own. 

Patrick Turley, president of Turley 
Publications, Inc., in Palmer, MA, is 
the face of why we need an efficient 
disaster loan program that is a handup, 
not a handout. Patrick was also hon-
ored this week in Washington with the 
Phoenix Award for Small Business Dis-
aster Recovery. When his business 
faced massive flooding in October 2005, 
which caused $993,000 in property 
losses, Patrick rallied his employees 

and still printed two university news-
papers on time. With the help of an 
SBA disaster loan, Patrick was able to 
resume running his plant at full capac-
ity just 5 months after the storms. 

Patrick’s perseverance, leadership 
and courage in the wake of a disaster 
are commendable. By keeping his plant 
running, he kept people working and 
showed the people of Palmer that they 
too could overcome adversity. 

I am proud of the many hardworking 
Americans like Craig and Patrick and 
the millions of others who face the risk 
and uncertainties inherent in opening 
and running a small business each day, 
and I applaud the achievements of the 
owners and their employees. Their hard 
work and dedication contribute tre-
mendously to the economic well-being 
of this great Nation and deserve to be 
supported by the Federal Government. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the preamble be agreed to, 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, and that any statements re-
lating to this matter be printed in the 
RECORD, without intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 174) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 

S. RES. 174 

Whereas the 25,800,000 small business con-
cerns in the United States are the driving 
force behind the Nation’s economy, creating 
more than 2⁄3 of all net new jobs and gener-
ating more than 50 percent of the Nation’s 
nonfarm gross domestic product; 

Whereas small business concerns are the 
Nation’s innovators, advancing technology 
and productivity; 

Whereas small business concerns represent 
97 percent of all exporters and produce 28.6 
percent of exported goods; 

Whereas Congress established the Small 
Business Administration in 1953, to aid, 
counsel, assist, and protect the interests of 
small business concerns in order to preserve 
free competitive enterprise, to ensure that a 
fair proportion of the total purchases and 
contracts or subcontracts for property and 
services for the Federal Government be 
placed with small business concerns, to en-
sure that a fair proportion of the total sales 
of Government property be made to such 
small business concerns, and to maintain 
and strengthen the overall economy of the 
Nation; 

Whereas the Small Business Administra-
tion has helped small business concerns ac-
cess critical lending opportunities, protected 
small business concerns from excessive Fed-
eral regulatory enforcement, played a key 
role in ensuring full and open competition 
for Government contracts, and improved the 
economic environment in which small busi-
ness concerns compete; 

Whereas for over 50 years, the Small Busi-
ness Administration has helped millions of 
entrepreneurs achieve the American dream 
of owning a small business concern, and has 
played a key role in fostering economic 
growth; and 

Whereas the President has designated the 
week beginning April 22, 2007 as ‘‘National 
Small Business Week’’: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) honors the entrepreneurial spirit of 

small business concerns in the United States 
during National Small Business Week, begin-
ning April 22, 2007; 

(2) applauds the efforts and achievements 
of the owners of small business concerns and 
their employees, whose hard work and com-
mitment to excellence have made them a 
key part of the Nation’s economic vitality; 

(3) recognizes the work of the Small Busi-
ness Administration and its resource part-
ners in providing assistance to entrepreneurs 
and small business concerns; 

(4) strongly urges the President to take 
steps to ensure that— 

(A) the applicable procurement goals for 
small business concerns, including the goals 
for small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by service-disabled veterans, small 
business concerns owned and controlled by 
women, HUBZone small business concerns, 
and small business concerns owned and con-
trolled by socially and economically dis-
advantaged individuals, are reached by all 
Federal agencies; 

(B) guaranteed loans, including microloans 
and microloan technical assistance, for 
start-up and growing small business con-
cerns and venture capital are made available 
to all qualified small business concerns; 

(C) the management assistance programs 
delivered by resource partners on behalf of 
the Small Business Administration, such as 
small business development centers, wom-
en’s business centers, and the Service Corps 
of Retired Executives, are provided with the 
Federal resources necessary to do their jobs; 
and 

(D) reforms to the disaster loan program of 
the Small Business Administration are im-
plemented as quickly as possible; and 

(5) urges that, as was the case in the Presi-
dent’s budget for fiscal year 2008, the Small 
Business Administration continue to be des-
ignated as a major agency in the President’s 
budget submitted pursuant to section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, and that the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration have an active role as a member of 
the President’s Cabinet. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 59TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE INDEPENDENCE OF 
THE STATE OF ISRAEL 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of S. Res. 175. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 175) recognizing the 

59th anniversary of the independence of the 
State of Israel. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, and the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 175) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 175 

Whereas, on May 14, 1948, the State of 
Israel was established as a sovereign and 
independent country; 

Whereas the United States was one of the 
first countries to recognize the State of 
Israel, only 11 minutes after the creation of 
the State; 

Whereas Israel has provided Jews from all 
over the world with an opportunity to rees-
tablish their ancient homeland; 

Whereas Israel is home to many religious 
sites that are sacred to Judaism, Christi-
anity, and Islam; 

Whereas Israel provided a refuge to Jews 
who survived the horrors of the Holocaust, 
which were unprecedented in human history; 

Whereas Israel has also provided a refuge 
to, and has successfully absorbed, more than 
800,000 Jewish refugees who fled persecution 
in neighboring states in the Middle East; 

Whereas the people of Israel have estab-
lished a pluralistic democracy that incor-
porates the freedoms cherished by the people 
of the United States, including— 

(1) the freedom of speech; 
(2) the freedom of religion; 
(3) the freedom of association; 
(4) the freedom of the press; and 
(5) government by the consent of the gov-

erned; 
Whereas Israel continues to serve as a 

shining model of democratic values by— 
(1) regularly holding free and fair elec-

tions; 
(2) promoting the free exchange of ideas; 

and 
(3) vigorously exercising in its parliament, 

the Knesset, a democratic government that 
is fully representative of its citizens; 

Whereas Israel has bravely defended itself 
from terrorist and military attacks repeat-
edly since Israel declared its independence; 

Whereas the Government of Israel has suc-
cessfully worked with the neighboring gov-
ernments of Egypt and Jordan to establish 
peaceful bilateral relations; 

Whereas, despite the deaths of over 1,000 
innocent citizens of Israel at the hands of 
murderous suicide bombers and other terror-
ists since 2002, the people of Israel continue 
to seek peace with their Palestinian neigh-
bors; 

Whereas several Israeli soldiers remain 
hostages of terrorist groups, and were unable 
to celebrate the Independence Day of Israel 
with their families and friends; 

Whereas successive leaders of Israel have 
sought peace in the Middle East; 

Whereas the United States and Israel enjoy 
a strategic partnership based on shared 
democratic values, friendship, and respect; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
share an affinity with the people of Israel 
and view Israel as a strong and trusted ally; 

Whereas Israel has made significant global 
contributions in the fields of science, medi-
cine, and technology; 

Whereas the Independence Day of Israel on 
the Jewish calendar coincides this year with 
April 24, 2007; and 

Whereas recognition of the numerous 
achievements of the people and the State of 
Israel is especially important in 2007 given 
the grave threats issued by, and the clear in-
tentions of, the Government of Iran: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the independence of the 

State of Israel as a significant event for pro-
viding refuge and a national homeland for 
the Jewish people; 

(2) strongly supports efforts to bring peace 
to the Middle East; 

(3) commends the bipartisan commitment 
of all Presidents and Congresses of the 
United States since 1948 that supported 
Israel and worked for the security and well- 
being of Israel; 

(4) congratulates the United States and 
Israel for strengthening their bilateral rela-
tions during 2006 in the fields of defense, di-

plomacy, and homeland security, and en-
courages both countries to continue their co-
operation in resolving mutual challenges; 
and 

(5) extends the best wishes of the Senate to 
the people of Israel as they celebrate the 
59th anniversary of the independence of the 
State of Israel. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—H.R. 493 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, H.R. 493 has 
been received from the House and is at 
the desk and due for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 493) to prohibit discrimination 

on the basis of genetic information with re-
spect to health insurance and employment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for a 
second reading but object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, APRIL 30, 
2007 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask con-
sent that when the Senate completes 
its business today, it adjourn until 2:45 
p.m. on Monday, April 30; that on Mon-
day, following the prayer and the 
pledge, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, and the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day; that there then be 
a period of morning business until 4:15 
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each; that 
at 4:15, the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 120, S. 1082, 
the FDA authorization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as I just in-
dicated in the consent approved, we 
will begin consideration of the FDA 
bill on Monday. In view of the consent 
being granted, I announce to both sides 
of the aisle that there will be no roll-
call votes on Monday. We will vote 
Tuesday prior to the conference recess. 
So there will be votes Tuesday morn-
ing, and everybody should plan accord-
ingly. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
APRIL 30, 2007, AT 2:45 P.M. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business today, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate stand 
adjourned under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6 p.m., adjourned until Monday, 
April 30, 2007, at 2:45 p.m.  

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate April 26, 2007: 
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BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS 

JAMES K. GLASSMAN, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE CHAIR-
MAN OF THE BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS, 
VICE KENNETH Y. TOMLINSON. 

JAMES K. GLASSMAN, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR 
A TERM EXPIRING AUGUST 13, 2007, VICE KENNETH Y. 
TOMLINSON, TERM EXPIRED. 

JAMES K. GLASSMAN, OF CONNECTICUT, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BROADCASTING BOARD OF GOVERNORS FOR 
A TERM EXPIRING AUGUST 13, 2010. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

JAMES R. KEITH, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF 
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO MALAYSIA. 

STEPHEN A. SECHE, OF VIRGINIA, A CAREER MEMBER 
OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF MINISTER- 
COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND 
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE REPUBLIC OF YEMEN. 

NANCY J. POWELL, OF IOWA, A CAREER MEMBER OF 
THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MIN-
ISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLEN-
IPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO 
NEPAL. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. MICHAEL D. DEVINE, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JOHN G. CASTELLAW, 0000 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. RICHARD C. ZILMER, 0000 
THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 

TO THE GRADE OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL IN THE 
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. JOSEPH F. WEBER, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS A PERMANENT PROFESSOR OF THE UNITED STATES 
MILITARY ACADEMY IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 4333(B): 

To be colonel 

TIMOTHY E. TRAINOR, 0000 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate Thursday, April 26, 2007: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

JOHN ROBERTS HACKMAN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIR-
GINIA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

ROBERT GIDEON HOWARD, JR., OF ARKANSAS, TO BE 
UNITED STATES MARSHAL FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF ARKANSAS FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COLONEL TRAVIS D. BALCH, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. STEPHEN L. JONES, 0000 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. THOMAS J. MASIELLO, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. THADDEUS J. MARTIN, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. WILLIAM C. KIRKLAND, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. GREGORY E. COUCH, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. JEFFREY L. FOWLER, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. MARTIN E. DEMPSEY, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIGADIER GENERAL MARI K. EDER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL WILLIAM H. GERETY, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL PAUL F. HAMM, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL GEORGE R. HARRIS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL STEVEN J. HASHEM, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL ADOLPH MCQUEEN, JR., 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL DAVID A. MORRIS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL MAYNARD J. SANDERS, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL GREGORY A. SCHUMACHER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL MICHAEL J. SCHWEIGER, 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL RICHARD J. SHERLOCK, JR., 0000 
BRIGADIER GENERAL DEAN G. SIENKO, 0000 

To be brigadier general 

COLONEL MARCIA M. ANDERSON, 0000 
COLONEL DOUGLAS P. ANSON, 0000 
COLONEL WILLIAM G. BEARD, 0000 
COLONEL WILLIAM M. BUCKLER, 0000 
COLONEL ALFRED B. CARLTON, 0000 
COLONEL ROBERT G. CATALANOTTI, 0000 
COLONEL MICHELE G. COMPTON, 0000 
COLONEL JOHN C. HANLEY, 0000 
COLONEL KATHERINE P. KASUN, 0000 
COLONEL ROBERT W. KENYON, 0000 
COLONEL KAREN E. LEDOUX, 0000 
COLONEL PETER S. LENNON, 0000 
COLONEL CHARLES D. MARTIN, 0000 
COLONEL GARY A. MEDVIGY, 0000 
COLONEL SAMUEL T. NICHOLS, JR., 0000 
COLONEL JAMES D. OWENS, JR., 0000 
COLONEL JEFFREY E. PHILLIPS, 0000 
COLONEL LESLIE A. PURSER, 0000 
COLONEL DAVID W. PUSTER, 0000 
COLONEL DANIEL I. SCHULTZ, 0000 
COLONEL MICHAEL R. SMITH, 0000 
COLONEL JEFFREY W. TALLEY, 0000 
COLONEL MEGAN P. TATU, 0000 
COLONEL NICKOLAS P. TOOLIATOS, 0000 
COLONEL JAMES T. WALTON, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. GEORGE J. TRAUTMAN III, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be vice admiral 

REAR ADM. HAROLD D. STARLING II, 0000 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND 
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM G. WEBSTER, JR., 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. MARK J. MACCARLEY, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. DANIEL J. NELAN, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. MICHAEL A. GIORGIONE, 0000 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS M. 
ANGELO AND ENDING WITH DANIEL S. ZULLI, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 19, 
2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS I. 
ANDERSON AND ENDING WITH MUSSARET A. ZUBERI, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MARCH 26, 2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF DAVID J. CARRELL, 0000, TO 
BE COLONEL. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF JAMES G. WOLF, 0000, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF CRAIG L. ALLEN, 9804, TO 
BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRIAN L. 
EVANS AND ENDING WITH DUNCAN D. SMITH, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 29, 
2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ROBERT W. 
BEADLE AND ENDING WITH BRENT S. MILLER, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 29, 
2007. 

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF NOANA ISSARGRILL, 0000, 
TO BE MAJOR. 

IN THE ARMY 

ARMY NOMINATION OF MELISSA W. JONES, 0000, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF BARBARA J. KING, 0000, TO BE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAMES F. BECK 
AND ENDING WITH KEVIN S. MCKIERNAN, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 22, 
2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DANIEL L. 
HURST AND ENDING WITH GEORGE T. TALBOT, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 22, 
2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH FRANKLIN M. 
CRANE AND ENDING WITH GARY T. KIRCHOFF, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 11, 
2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARK W. 
CRUMPTON AND ENDING WITH D060629, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 11, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH THOMAS 
BROOKS AND ENDING WITH DEBORAH C. WARREN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 11, 
2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAMON T. AR-
NOLD AND ENDING WITH GIJSBERTUS F. VANSTAVEREN, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
APRIL 11, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF D060461, TO BE LIEUTENANT 
COLONEL. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF BERNADINE F. PELETZFOX, 0000, 
TO BE MAJOR. 

ARMY NOMINATION OF D060470, TO BE MAJOR. 
ARMY NOMINATION OF JOSEF RIVERO, 0000, TO BE 

MAJOR. 
ARMY NOMINATION OF STEPHEN J. VELEZ, 0000, TO BE 

MAJOR. 
ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KIRK O. AUSTIN 

AND ENDING WITH LEE W. SMITHSON, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 16, 2007. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH CRAIG E. BEN-
NETT AND ENDING WITH DARLENE M. SHEALY, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 16, 
2007. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
KIRSTEN R. MARTIN AND ENDING WITH RICHARD V. 
TIMME, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE 
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON MARCH 22, 2007. 

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BROOKE 
E. GRANT AND ENDING WITH MARIA A. RUTTIG, WHICH 
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NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 10, 
2007. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF CHARLES E. PARHAM, 
JR., 0000, TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH 
EDUARDO A. ABISELLAN AND ENDING WITH JOSEPH J. 
ZARBA, JR., WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY 

THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD ON MARCH 22, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH AARON 
D. ABDULLAH AND ENDING WITH SCOTT W. ZIMMERMAN, 
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE 
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON 
MARCH 22, 2007. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF JASON K. FETTIG, 0000, 
TO BE MAJOR. 

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF MICHAEL J. COLBURN, 
0000, TO BE COLONEL. 

IN THE NAVY 

NAVY NOMINATION OF BRIAN D. PETERSEN, 0000, TO BE 
CAPTAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATION OF STANLEY R. RICHARDSON, 0000, 
TO BE CAPTAIN. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BENJAMIN 
AMDUR AND ENDING WITH DAVID M. ZIELINSKI, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON APRIL 11, 
2007. 
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